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ABSTRACT1
This dissertation examines how the multinational brewer Carlsberg Group responds to 
the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’, expressed in its work with the focus area of 
‘responsible drinking’ (RD). RD is associated with different initiatives aimed at 
reducing the misuse of alcohol, e.g., youth drinking, binge drinking (i.e., drinking to 
excess), and drunk driving. The issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ is not a new issue, but 
public perception of the issue has changed in the direction of emphasizing health and 
lifestyle; rather than simply being a question of a few alcoholics, ‘alcohol-related 
harm’ has recently become a question of a more general health risk. As a result, 
brewers and other alcohol produces are increasingly expected to engage in solving the 
associated problems of ‘alcohol-related harm’, while making sure that they do not 
amplify the problem via potentially problematic product launches and inappropriate 
advertisement campaigns. In 2010 Carlsberg Group initiated the development of a new 
strategic approach to responsible drinking that differed from the previous orientation, 
in which each subsidiary had its own approach (or non-approach) to the issue. The call 
for an integrated approach has given rise to multiple ways of tackling the issue, both at 
headquarters and subsidiaries, all of which represent the unification of a social and a 
commercial dimension (the social responsibility logic and the market logic). This 
dissertation examines the concrete conceptualizations of organizational responses to 
the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’, focusing on the different actors involved and, 
specifically, on the construction of the interplay between the social and commercial 
aspects. The question guiding my research is therefore: How does Carlsberg Group 
handle multiple institutional logics in its responses to the complexity related to the 
issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’?
1 A Danish resumé has been included, see p. 235.
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More generally, Carlsberg Group’s engagement with the issue of ‘alcohol-related 
harm’ provided an opportunity to study the construction of organizational responses to 
institutional complexity. This dissertation’s primary focus is on the construction of 
interplay between the social responsibility logic and the market logic; two logics that 
are sometimes perceived to be irreconcilable, while at other instances perceived to 
create synergies. Consequently, this dissertation draws on the existing literature that 
deals with interacting logics and on the construction of organizational responses to 
complexity.
Empirically, I have followed the conceptualization of the organizational responses 
(which manifest in their ‘responsible drinking’ initiatives), with a focus on the 
involved actors. The conceptualization has been traced across the organization and to 
relevant industry-level actors, while the primary focus has remained on the 
organizational actors’ interpretations. In this dissertation, I have followed 
organizational actors’ interpretations and responses in real time as they developed over 
a period of two and a half years (2010-2013), through interviews, observations, and 
organizational documents dating back to 2003. I have focused on one particular 
project, attending to the issue through the development of a strategic approach to 
responsible drinking as it matured within the organization’s headquarters and their 
chosen ‘pilot market’ (the Danish subsidiary). Furthermore, I have conducted 
interviews at three additional subsidiaries (in the UK, Poland, and Finland) to get a 
more detailed understanding of the different ways in which the organization constructs 
its responses to the issue and the interplay between the social responsibility logic and 
the market logic.
Based on my empirical observations, I have depicted the organizational responses and 
their construction processes as being shaped by two logics, the social responsibility 
logic and the market logic, as well as by organizational actors’ identity claims and 
12
whether they emphasized their collective identity as members of an industry (‘we are 
brewers’) or their distinctive organizational identity (‘we are Carlsberg’). These 
aspects are analyzed separately in paper 1 (Chapter 7), where I explore the interplay 
between collective and organizational identities in a temporal perspective; paper 2 
(Chapter 8) elaborates on the organizational bridging of logics via bricolage; and paper 
3 (Chapter 9) illustrates how and why logic interplay is constructed and shaped by 
organizational actors’ level of identification (collective or organizational identity 
claims) with the issue.
Overall, the main findings point to the following contributions to the literature:
1. Organizational response processes are less than static; they are dynamic and change 
over time. Moreover, there is not just one response but several different 
conceptualizations taking place, even within the different units of the company. This 
research project shows how variations in responses occurred within and across the 
organizational realm, over time and across levels and space.
2. The interplay between logics can be both a source of conflict as well as synergy. The 
focus on organizational actors’ cognitions meant that it was possible to identify 
instances in which organizational actors envisioned synergies and that a coupling of 
logics was necessary for the survival of the company and even the industry. In 
addition, this dissertation also provides empirical insights into the interplay that exists 
between logics and identity, which has often been theorized within the literature on 
institutional logics.
3. The interplay between organizational and collective identities may shift over time as 
organizational actors’ interpretations and construction of responses developed. While 
putting focus on organizational actors’ identity claims in relation to the issue of 
‘alcohol-related harm’, this study empirically illustrates the interplay between 
13
collective and organizational identities and how the balance between these two levels 
of identity shifts over time. The shift seems to have occurred as the intensity of the 
external pressure has intensified, prompting organizational actors to consider the issue 
a threat to aspects of its distinct organizational identity. This dissertation contributes to 
our understanding of the interplay between these two levels of identity with an insight 
into the development of interpretations and actions as they unfold over time.
14
1. INTRODUCTION
Organizations face complexity when they are confronted with multiple sets of ‘rules’ 
that prescribe appropriate behavior in a given situation. In other words, they are 
confronted with multiple institutional logics. The concept of ‘institutional logics’ is 
intended to encompass the different meanings systems that guide our thoughts and 
actions as: “…frames of reference that condition actors’ choices for sensemaking, the 
vocabulary they use to motivate action, and their sense of self and identity” (Thornton, 
Ocasio, and Lounsbury 2012). These different logics constitute different sets of 
guidelines that both constrain and enable our actions by prescribing what kind of 
behavior is appropriate in a given social setting. The understanding of how 
organizations handle the interplay between logics is interesting because it provides 
institutionalists with an opportunity to explain variation among organizations, as well 
as changes in organizational forms, without breaking with the fundamental 
assumptions within institutional theory of path dependence and the constraining, 
enabling, and stabilizing power of the context (Schneiberg 2007). In initial studies, 
shifts in logics over time (e.g., Haveman and Rao 1997; Thornton and Ocasio 1999) 
and logic interplay have been depicted as co-existing but still conflicting and thus 
separated in organizational practice (e.g., Marquis and Lounsbury 2007; Reay and 
Hinings 2009). In contrast more recent work (e.g., Battilana and Dorado 2010; 
Jarzabkowski et al. 2013) advances a softened version, where different logics can co-
exist or even blend as actors are depicted as being capable of mixing elements from 
different logics because they are partially autonomous from the social structure 
(Thornton et al. 2012: 101). Still, we have yet to understand how and why interplay 
between logics is constructed by organizational actors in situations where they face 
institutional complexity, because sometimes logics are seen as being too distinct to be 
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bridged, and hence separated in practice, while at other times the possibility for 
blending them is apparent.
This doctoral research project explores the organizational interpretations of, and 
responses to, a new institutional pressure over time. Empirically, I examine how a 
global MNC brewery group (Carlsberg Group) deals with the pressing issue of 
‘alcohol-related harm’. In recent years, the brewery industry’s traditional challenges in 
relation to their product have intensified. Alcoholic beverages are now commonly 
associated with being unhealthy. This image, combined with encroaching ‘tobacco 
conditions’, the tightening of legislation in a number of countries and increasing 
regulation and taxation of alcohol, threatens to further damage the industry’s 
legitimacy. 
Regulatory pressures come from global, regional, and national bodies, e.g., the World 
Health Organization’s (WHO) 2010 global strategy to reduce the harmful use of 
alcohol, which calls for intensive action to reduce the availability of alcohol. The 
Global Alcohol Policy Alliance’s call for similar approaches to that taken within the 
tobacco industry consists in addressing advertising, increasing taxation, and reducing 
the availability of alcohol. At the same time, sales have decreased within the industry, 
especially in Western Europe. 
The issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ is not novel, but brewery and alcohol companies 
are increasingly expected to take responsibility for the problems that their products 
cause for society. This expectation challenges traditional organizational practices and 
organizations’ relationships to their audiences. This dissertation focuses on the 
organizational responses to these increased pressures within the brewery industry 
though the following research question:
16
How does Carlsberg Group handle multiple institutional logics in their responses to 
the complexity they face in relation to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’? 
This study has been conducted as an inductive case study of Carlsberg Group’s 
responses to increased pressure from government and civil society to accommodate to 
a changed public perception of alcohol and brewers’ responsibility. This dissertation 
centers on Carlsberg Group’s conceptualization of Corporate Social Responsibility in 
relation to ‘responsible drinking’, i.e., activities aimed at preventing the misuse of 
alcohol. In real time, I have followed the interpretations and response(s) of 
organizational actors as these developed over a period of two and a half years (2010-
2013). I have also looked at how they were expressed in documents dating back to 
2003. This process has been accomplished with a focus on one particular project and 
its conceptualization over time within the organization’s headquarters and their chosen 
‘pilot project’ subsidiary. In addition, I have traced the development inductively from 
headquarters to three subsidiaries in Northern, Western, and Eastern Europe, as well as 
to the industry level, locally, regionally, and globally.
In this dissertation, I have been working from an institutional perspective, while also 
including a distinct identity aspect. The aim has been to develop an understanding of 
the intra-organizational response process, an understanding that illuminates micro-
level understandings and negotiations. 
In order to answer the proposed research question, I have explored (1) the interplay 
between different levels of identity claims (organization and industry) in the creation 
of an organizational response, (2) the organizational actors’ construction of interplay 
between logics, and (3) intra-organizational challenges related to multiple logics, 
including the question of how they might be reconciled.  
The combined insights from this dissertation are primarily of relevance for the 
institutional logics literature, secondarily the work around organizational response to 
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complexity, and finally to an institutional perspective on identity. The study shows that 
the presence of multiple logics can be both a source of perceived conflict and synergy. 
The attention to organizational actors’ interpretations made it possible to observe the 
instances where the actors saw a potential synergy between the otherwise contradictory 
logics and where a coupling was necessary for organizational survival. Consequently 
some organizational actors sought to resolve the friction between logics through a 
process of institutional bricolage. During this process, organizational members worked 
to integrate the social issue (logic) and find novel ways to bridge different institutional 
demands by drawing upon extant organizational resources from different times and 
spaces in an effort to reconstitute their organizational identity. Consequently this 
research also provides empirical insights into the interplay that exists between logics 
and identity, which has been theorized by some within the literature on institutional 
logics (e.g. Lounsbury and Crumley 2007; Thornton et al. 2012). In relation to 
organizational responses to complexity, this study illustrates a process that is dynamic 
and changes over time; also there was not just one organizational response but several 
different conceptualizations taking place within different units of the company. This 
research project shows how variations in responses occurred within and across the 
organizational realm, over time both within the organization and through collective 
industry engagement. Moreover, this study empirically illustrates the interplay between 
collective and organizational identities and how the balance between these two levels 
of identity shifted over time with regard to a perceived threat. The shift seems to have 
occurred as the intensity of the external pressure intensified, prompting organizational 
actors to consider the issue a threat to aspects of its distinct organizational identity. 
This dissertation contributes to our understanding of the interplay between these two 
levels of identity with insight into the development of interpretations and actions as 
they unfolded over time. 
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The dissertation consists of three academic papers and a “frame”. The frame provides a 
broader description of the empirical field, methods used during data-collection as well 
as a theoretical framing and an overall conclusion. The frame especially serves the 
purpose of illustrating the thoughts and reflections that might not otherwise fit into a 
journal style paper. In addition, the frame includes my deliberations about the linkages 
between the different papers as well as the overall contribution of this dissertation as a 
combined piece of research. I begin with a presentation of the empirical context, the 
issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ and a brief outline of Carlsberg Group’s work with the 
issue (Chapter 2). This chapter is followed by a chapter on my theoretical framing and 
approach to the research question (Chapter 3). In the methodology section (Chapter 4), 
I account for my research design and the choices that I have made along the research 
process. My reflections on my relationship and engagement with Carlsberg are 
depicted in a separate chapter (Chapter 5) where I elaborate on the central aspects that 
have shaped this research project and the final dissertation. This chapter is followed by 
on outline of the three papers in the dissertation (Chapter 6) and a description of where 
the different papers are in the process, in terms of development. The three papers 
appear in Chapter 7, 8 and 9, and they are followed by an overall conclusion (Chapter 
10), which includes a presentation of the overall theoretical and practical contributions 
as well as suggestions for future research directions.
19
2. THE EMPIRICAL CONTEXT
In this section, I will give a description of the empirical context that I have explored in 
this dissertation. First, I will describe the rise of the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’,
followed by an introduction to the case organization, Carlsberg Group, and their work 
with conceptualizing the issue. 
The Issue of ‘Alcohol-related Harm’ 
In Europe, alcohol is an integrated part of many social events, from everyday meals to 
religious services and celebrations, and the drinking of alcohol is often described as a 
social activity that sets the stage for social interactions. The production and 
consumption of alcohol has occurred for at least ten thousand years, and the traditions 
and occasions for drinking are highly institutionalized, both in relation to types and 
places of drinking – e.g., a beer after work on a Friday or Champaign to celebrate a 
happy occasion (Andersen and Baumberg 2006). Since the mid-nineties, a new public 
health movement has emerged. This movement focuses on threats and risks to public 
health and thus aims to improve the health of the public via a range of preventive 
actions, for example, to tackle health challenges that include cardiovascular diseases 
and diabetes, consumption of alcohol during pregnancy and addictions to tobacco, 
alcohol, and drugs. In short, their focus is on the promotion of preventive measures to 
fight existing and developing health threats in order to prolong the life and quality of 
the life of populations (Tulinsky and Varavikova 2010). This movement is notably 
driven by the World Health Organization (WHO) but also other health organizations. 
The movement accelerated particularly in the mid-nineties, when they launched a set 
of recommendations for regulation (WHO 2010). One of the elements in this 
preventive action is to eliminate ‘alcohol-related harm’, which movement actors 
identify as one of the central threats to public health, and they are therefore arguing 
that the consumption of alcohol should be kept to a minimum. With this movement,
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new regulatory pressures from global, regional, and national bodies are increasing, and 
the WHO (2010) recently launched its global strategy to reduce the harmful use of 
alcohol while making a call for intensive action to reduce the availability of alcohol.
By the same token, the Global Alcohol Policy Alliance pleads for similar approaches 
to that taken with the tobacco industry by addressing advertising, increasing taxation,
and reducing the availability of alcohol. 
The issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ is, however, not a new challenge; in the nineteenth 
and early twentieth century, there were large ‘temperance movements’ spreading 
across Europe and prohibition was adopted in the places where the movement was 
strongest, e.g., in Finland, Iceland, the US, and Russia. Later, these efforts were 
perceived to have failed, but some countries retained or adopted a compromise with 
some form of alcohol control such as state monopoly (e.g., Finland and Sweden), 
restrictions of availability (e.g., age restrictions), and taxation. These initiatives were
explicitly targeted at high percentage alcohol, and these restrictions therefore 
contributed to a shift towards the consumption of beer (Andersen and Baumberg 
2006). In the new ‘public heath movement’, the change is in the way that ‘alcohol-
related harm’ is no longer considered to be an isolated problem for a small number of 
alcoholics; instead, it is commonly depicted as a broader challenge for society as a 
whole. 
Consequently, in recent years, the brewery industry’s traditional challenges have 
intensified. Alcoholic beverages, including beer, are now more commonly associated 
with being unhealthy, and this image combined with encroaching ‘tobacco conditions’ 
and the tightening of legislation in a number of countries, increasing regulation and 
taxation of alcohol, threatens to damage the industry’s legitimacy. At the same time,
alcohol producers are increasingly expected to engage in tackling the problems that 
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their products cause for society, or at least not to encourage the inappropriate 
consumption of the product. One industry consultant commented on this aspect: 
“In my time in the industry, and I’ve been in the industry 25 years, there’s been an 
absolute sea change from seeing people who talk about alcohol responsibility as just 
being enemies of fun, to being actually, yes there is a serious issue that we need to 
address. But different parts of the industry are moving at different speeds, and so I 
think that the big international producers are probably at the forefront of seeing this 
change.”
                   (Industry Consultant 2011)
A focal aspect in this development is the idea that companies as actors in society and 
producers of alcohol have an ethical responsibility to a wider community of 
stakeholders and not just their shareholders. Consequently, the company has a 
responsibility towards the people (and broader society) that are affected by the 
company and its products.
‘Welcome to the Home Field of Carlsberg2
With the emergence of this changed view on alcohol, it is increasingly perceived as a 
problematic issue that the brewery industry and Carlsberg Group have to consider in 
their interaction with their audience. Carlsberg Group is a multinational brewery 
group, the fourth largest on a global scale, with primary markets in Russia, Asia, and 
Western Europe. The company is present in 150 markets and operates 85 breweries 
across 46 countries. Table 1 givers a few background information on Carlsberg Group.
’
Carlsberg was founded in 1847 by brewer J.C. Jacobsen, and the story of him and his 
son, Carl Jacobsen, is a national saga of conflict and mistrust that led J.C. Jacobsen to 
transfer full ownership of the company to the Carlsberg Foundation after his death. The 
2 This was a tagline used during the summer of 2012 in connection with UEFA EURO 2012 – the 
largest European soccer event, where Carlsberg was the one of the main sponsors.
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Carlsberg Foundation was founded in 1876 to support the arts and sciences in 
Denmark. Upon his death, the Foundation took full ownership of the company, and it 
remained this way until 2007, when the original charter was altered so that the 
Foundation now only owns 25% of the stock capital (before that they owned 51%). 
This change in the charter was made to get shareholders to fund the company’s 
extensive growth. Carlsberg Group has grown tremendously within the last ten years 
and has gone from being a local and regional brewer to being a global one. The 
company has grown from being a national to a regional and, finally in 2008, a fully 
global company and the 4th largest brewery group in the world. This has been an 
ingrained part of management’s strategy, and the company’s explicitly stated strategic 
goal is: “to be the fastest growing brewery in the world”. The organization has pursued 
this strategy through mergers and acquisitions, and the organization is therefore very 
disparate in its operation and many of the breweries are run relatively autonomously as 
individual breweries. This means that the organization does not have one large 
coordinated organizational structure but actually functions more as individual 
organizations, thus the name ‘group’. At this point, the company is still very 
fragmented, but HQ has a strategy to transform the group into a fast moving consumer 
goods (FMCG) company and thereby secure an increased integration (front-end and 
back-end), standardization, and optimization (Carlsberg 2011). Focus is persistently on 
cutting expenditures and increasing market shares and sales in new emerging markets
(Eastern Europe and Asia) and turning the negative growth in Western Europe. While 
the company is explicitly focused on growth and profit maximization, it also explicitly 
engages with society through its Corporate Social Responsibility efforts. This 
dissertation addresses the interplay between the commercial and the social 
responsibility aspect in Carlsberg Group’s responses to the issue of ‘alcohol-related 
harm’.
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TABLE 1
BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON CARLSBERG GROUP
Size 4th largest brewery in the world, employing 41.000 people.
Present in 150 markets worldwide, operating 85 breweries across 46 
countries.
Growth history 
(overview of the most 
important milestones)
1847 – Carlsberg is founded in Denmark, Copenhagen, by J.C. Jacobsen 
(1811-1887).
1868 - Export to Scotland 
1968 - Carlsberg opens first overseas brewery in Blantyre, Malawi.
1970 - Carlsberg and Tuborg merged under the name of The United      
Breweries A/S 
1987 - The name was changed to Carlsberg A/S
2001 Carlsberg Breweries A/S formed. Owned 60% by Carlsberg A/S, 
and 40% by Orkla ASA. 
2004 - Carlsberg A/S buys Orkla's share of Carlsberg Breweries.
2008 - Carlsberg and Heineken jointly acquire Scottish & Newcastle. 
Carlsberg get S&N’s share of BBH (Baltic Brewery), as well as the 
French, Greek, Chinese and Vietnamese operations.
2012 – Carlsberg obtain a 100% ownership of BALTIKA Breweries
International Brands Carlsberg, Tuborg, Baltika and Kronenbourg 1664
Ownership Carlsberg A/S, the parent company, is owned by 20 000 institutional and 
private investors, and it is listed on the NASDAQ OMX Nordic Exchange 
Copenhagen. The Carlsberg Foundation holds 25 percent of the shares in, 
which is the holding company of Carlsberg Group; it also holds 51 
percent of the votes. 
The Carlsberg 
Foundation
The Foundation was set up in 1876 by J.C. Jacobsen with an aim to 
manage the Carlsberg Laboratory and to support Danish research within 
the natural sciences, social sciences, and humanities. J.C. Jacobsen left 
the brewery to the Foundation after his death in 1887.
Location Carlsberg Group is located in the old Carlsberg City in Copenhagen 
(Valby), where the old buildings and the founder’s home still stand, and 
where there is a company museum, the Carlsberg Archives and the 
Carlsberg Laboratory.
Corporate Social 
Responsibility 
Global Group CSR organization set up in 2008.
Local subunit initiatives were in place before then.
Through the late nineties and early zeroes, Carlsberg’s competitors started working 
with CSR in several areas at group level, while Carlsberg fell behind by only having an 
environmental report. In 2008, however, Carlsberg signed the UN Global Compact to 
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symbolize the beginning of a Carlsberg Group wide commitment to CSR. Since then,
headquarters has been formalizing its global CSR approach via the formulation and 
implementation of their ‘GloCal strategy’ in different CSR focus areas, and thus 
emphasizing the balance between being global and operating locally. The Corporate 
Communication department initially drove the implementation, and they set up a 
Corporate CSR unit and a CSR governance structure to underpin the implementation of 
CSR across the group. The department operates under the SVP of Communication, and 
the formal decision-makers and approvers are the CSR Executive Committee, which 
includes all of Carlsberg Group’s Vice Presidents.  Initially, the role of the CSR and 
Public Affairs unit was to drive the CSR implementation and function as a central 
advocate and supporter for the local Carlsberg subsidiaries. The idea was to have this 
department drive the process of CSR implementation throughout the organization and 
have the different functional departments take ownership of each of the individual CSR 
areas, e.g., so that HR has ownership of the CSR areas ‘Labour & Human Rights’ and 
‘Health and Safety’, and Sales & Marketing has ownership of the CSR areas 
‘Marketing Communication’ and ‘Responsible Drinking’. To further the ownership in 
the different functions, Carlsberg headquarters appointed CSR functional owners in 
each of the relevant departments, owners who are doing their CSR efforts in addition 
to their regular work assignments (part-time). In addition to the functional owners, 
local CSR ambassadors have been appointed in each of the subsidiaries. The 
ambassadors are typically situated in the communication or HR department and also 
often work part-time on CSR.
Since the start of Carlsberg Group’s engagement in 2008, the issue of ‘alcohol-related 
harm’ has been one of their most important focus areas, and Carlsberg have attended to 
this issue both as an individual organization and in industry collaboration with brewers 
and alcohol producers respectively: “Responsible consumption (or drinking) is 
arguably one of the most pressing CSR issues in the beverage industry” (CSR 
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Presentation 2010).  Attention to the issue has been made within two primary areas 
focused on self-regulation (via the Marketing Communication Policy) and ‘responsible 
drinking’, the advocacy of moderate drinking. 
Self-regulation – Marketing Communication Policy
In 2009 Carlsberg Group introduced a self-regulatory system, the ‘Marketing 
Communication Policy’ and a guideline together with three other policies3 under the 
headline of CSR. The ‘Marketing Communication Policy’, was focused on setting 
boundaries for acceptable behavior for the organization’s overall marketing 
communication, it was particularly targeted at the organizational marketing employees 
to prevent the potential encouragement of an inappropriate use of in advertisements in 
particular. The purpose of these codes and guidelines is to enact ‘self-legislation’—put 
restrictions on the marketing communications so that the ‘short-term profit seeking’ 
did not damage or challenge its “license to operate”. The internal associated guideline 
to applying the policy emphasized what was expected from the employees, as well as 
the perceived divergence between the social responsibility and commercial 
dimensions:
“Applying the Policy means learning to understand and anticipate potential public 
concern. Judging whether a communication is socially responsible is quite different 
from judging its marketing effectiveness. So, when you evaluate a proposed idea or 
creative execution, you must consciously set aside your marketing role and adopt 
different criteria.”
(Marketing Communication Guideline 2009: 1)
The ‘Marketing Communication Policy’ was developed by the CSR unit in 
collaboration with the communication department. It was largely formed in the image 
3 Business Ethics, Health & Safety, Labor and Human Rights and the Marketing Communication 
policy were launched in 2009 others have followed since.  
26
of an industry guideline developed by the Brewers of Europe (in 2003). Still, it was 
shaped in the same format and layout as the three other Carlsberg Group Policies that 
was “rolled out” together. Meaning, the policies were communicated to the local ‘CSR 
champions’ in each country, who were then in charge of communicating its content to 
the local company. Later an e-learning tool was developed and the idea was that all 
people in marketing should be educated in the ‘Marketing Communication Policy’ to 
eliminate the problem of non-compliance with industry standards. The ‘Marketing 
Communication Policy’ represented headquarters initial response to the ‘issue of 
alcohol-related harm’.
Responsible Drinking – ‘From bollocks to enjoyment…’
The quote in the above subheading is from a commercial manager in one of the 
countries, and it somehow captures the idea of the strategy that is the main idea in 
Carlsberg’s conceptualization: the move from the consumption of beer as a rather 
meaningless and possibly inappropriate activity to an enjoyment of the product. The 
organization’s early RD engagement was primarily driven by the subsidiaries: 
“In line with our GloCal approach, we continued to develop local initiatives to 
promote responsible drinking and address issues related to the misuse of our products, 
such as underage drinking and drinking and driving.”
                                                                          (Carlsberg Group CEO on website 2011)
But in September 2010, a new and more strategic global approach to the area of RD 
was initiated as the company hired a project manage (director) to drive the process and 
lead an organizational conceptualization of an organizational response(s) to the issue 
of ‘alcohol-related harm’. The initial step was the development of an RD Guide Book.
The development process included the input and collaboration of a number of different 
organizational participants from different functions (marketing, communication, and 
sales) and subsidiaries from each of the different regions (Western Europe, Northern 
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Europe, Eastern Europe, and Asia). In 2012, RD messages were included in the UEFA 
EURO 2012 (football) events and campaigns connected with their sponsorship 
(Carlsberg 2012a).
Finally, their latest commitment is their signing of the industry commitment, the ICAP 
Global commitment, to joint actions against the harmful use of alcohol, which has also 
been signed by thirteen other beer, wine, and spirits companies. The mentioned 
initiatives outline some of the main developments within headquarters, but each of 
these initiatives is a different variation of RD: Self-regulation and internally focused 
guidelines for marketers; the UEFA campaign being linked to consumer branding; and 
the global ICAP pledge, which is an industry commitment. The same was true for the 
local subsidiaries that also varied in their approaches and initiatives to RD; while some 
focused exclusively on supporting industry commitments, others did RD initiatives that 
were communicated and linked to brand communication. By 2012, 29 out of 37 (78%) 
Carlsberg-operated breweries reported back to headquarters that they were 
implementing responsible drinking initiatives (Carlsberg Group 2012b) with variations 
in why and how these initiatives were initiated.
In this chapter, I have described the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’, given an 
introduction to the Carlsberg Group, and outlined its work and responses to the issue of 
‘alcohol-related harm’. This chapter is supposed to give the reader a broad introduction 
to the empirical context in which the organizational actors construct their response, 
which will be further detailed in the papers. The reader might experience some 
repetition of this empirical introduction throughout the papers since all of them address 
the same empirical phenomenon from various perspectives.
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3. THEORETICAL FRAMING 
INSTITUTIONAL LOGICS, BRICOLAGE, AND IDENTITY
The research question that I have formulated for this dissertation requires a theoretical 
framework that grasps internal organizational dynamics, as well as organizational 
actors’ social construction of an issue and organizational responses to such an issue. 
The framework must also take into account that there are multiple social ‘worldviews’
at play in this process and that organizational meaning making is key. This aspect has 
been a central focus point in my work with this research project, and I have relied on 
an interpretative approach. Likewise, the social construction of meaning is a central 
theme within institutional theory in the sense that individuals and groups interacting in 
a given social realm construct concepts and cognitive representations of each other’s
actions, which in turn become institutionalized when there is a reciprocal typification 
of habituated actions by specific types of actors (Berger and Luckmann 1966/1991:
72). In other words, when concepts become institutionalized, they prescribe roles that 
are played out by individuals, groups, and organizations in relation to each other. 
These roles and associated practices become taken for granted norms that shape the 
actions and interactions of actors at all levels. Institutional theory fundamentally seeks 
to explain how these structures shape practice as well as how they are created, 
maintained, and altered. 
Many of the early institutionalist studies built on the work of DiMaggio and Powell 
(1983), which related to isomorphism and the diffusion of institutionalized models. In 
recent years, these studies have been criticized for being overtly focused on structure, 
leaving little or no room for agency.
This criticism led to rationalistic attempts to account for agency via integration with 
other more strategic theories, primarily the resource dependence view (e.g., Oliver 
1991). These studies were subsequently criticized by the more conventional 
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institutionalists for bracketing the structural aspects and portraying agents as overly 
mindful and manipulative in relation to institutional pressures. These debates about the 
structure-agency paradox have brought about several new ideas and perspectives such 
as the literature on institutional entrepreneurship (e.g., Battilana et al. 2009; Svejenova, 
Mazza and Palanellas 2007), institutional work (e.g., Lawrence, Suddaby, and Leca 
2009), and the institutional logics perspective (e.g., Thornton, Ocasio, and Lounsbury 
2012). Recently, the two latter schools of thought have come to dominate the 
conversations within institutional theory, with both striving to bridge the tension 
between agency and structure (Zilber 2013). The idea of institutional entrepreneurship 
has in part become integrated in both perspectives, perhaps most evidently in the 
institutional work literature, which explicitly envisions institutional actors as being 
purposeful, skilled, and reflexive agents. Still, within the institutional logics 
perspective, actors might also have an important role to play in the situation where 
different worldviews interact and new forms of practice arise.
In this dissertation, I explore the organizational construction of a response to 
institutional complexity. The study integrates insights from studies regarding 
institutional complexity and the institutional logics perspective, as well as identity 
theory on the organizational and collective level of analysis. I will explain my use of 
the four main theoretical concepts of ‘institutional logics’, ‘bricolage’, ‘organizational 
identity’, and ‘collective identity’ in my understanding of the empirical observations. I 
have used these theoretical constructs inductively for the purpose of understanding 
how organizational responses to institutional complexity are shaped by interacting 
logics (institutional orders or worldviews), their bridging (through institutional 
bricolage), as well as organizational and collective identity claims. I will 
simultaneously outline what I consider to be the main tendencies, current debates, and 
disagreements within each domain. Lastly, I will carve out where this dissertation 
seeks to make its contributions.
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Institutional Logics
– A lens to understand fundamental ‘worldview’ differences
I find that the institutional logics perspective is appropriate as an analytical lens to 
explore and conceptualize fundamental worldview differences in relation to an 
organization’s responses to the multiplicity of demands in its environment. In this case, 
these demands include the organization’s social responsibility towards society. The 
institutional logics perspective is a theoretical account of the pressures that 
organizations face in their environment and which shape the actions and interactions of 
individuals and organizations (Thornton, Jones, and Kury 2005; Thornton and Ocasio 
2008). Institutional logics can be described as supra-organizational patterns of activity 
(Friedland and Alford 1991), reflecting a belief system that represents a particular 
worldview, a valuable end, and the appropriate means to achieve this end. While 
building on this idea and the work of scholars such as Jackall (1988) and Friedland and 
Alford (1991), Thornton and Ocasio (1999: 804) define institutional logics as:
“the socially constructed, historical patterns of material practices, assumptions, 
values, beliefs, and rules by which individuals produce and reproduce their material 
subsistence, organize time and space, and provide meaning to their social reality.”
This definition aims to capture the key elemental characteristics of institutional theory 
as well as the challenges that we as institutional scholars seek to solve by (1) 
attempting to integrate structure and agency; (2) suggesting that institutions operate at 
different nested levels of analysis; (3) combine the symbolic and material; and by (4) 
accounting for institutions as being historically contingent (Thornton et al. 2012: 50). 
In my own work with institutional logics, I have found this definition to be useful. 
However, I agree with Zilber (2013) that the core of the institutional logics perspective 
is the idea of incompatible prescriptions from different institutional logics, which was 
introduced by Friedland and Alford (1991) in their groundbreaking article. This 
institutional multiplicity (or complexity) is a fundamental focus point that continues to 
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be debated within the logics literature as a source for change, conflicted co-existence,
and finally as potentially complementary or even blending in organizational practice. I 
will go through each of these turns in the following (for additional recent reviews see 
Greenwood et al. 2011, Lounsbury and Boxenbaum 2013a, and Jarzabkowski et al.
2013). 
Shifts in logics as a source of change. Following up on Friedland and Alford’s (1991) 
call to “bring society back in”, the early institutional logics studies consisted of 
industry- and field-level analysis that illustrated the effects of shifts in institutional 
logics over time (Lounsbury and Boxenbaum 2013a) (e.g., Christensen and Molin 
1995; Haveman and Rao 1997; Thornton and Ocasio 1999; Lounsbury 2002). The 
common conception was that one logic would be dominant in a field, and then at one 
point there would be a shift towards a new logic; for example, in a study by Thornton 
and Ocasio (1999), a shift occurred from an editorial logic to a market logic in the 
higher education publishing industry, which led to different determinants for executive 
succession. This shift was provoked by a shift in attention from the author-editor 
relation and internal growth to resource competition and acquisition growth. Although 
many of the early studies were macro-level studies, a few early studies addressed the 
micro-level, focusing on the transformations occurring at the organizational level. For 
instance, Christensen and Molin (1995) showed that, via the use of a longitudinal case 
study of the Danish Red Cross, changing institutional logics shaped and defined the 
problems, solutions, and participants, as well as the interests that determined the 
developing shape of the organization. Whereas the focus was mostly on shifts in 
logics, it was asserted that periods of institutional emergence were typically 
characterized by a heterogeneity of practices within organizational fields, when 
existing and new practices coincided and actors tried to establish new practices.
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Soon a new idea formed: Conflicting logics were believed to co-exist for longer periods 
of time, and organizations were concurrently depicted as being influenced by more 
than one logic simultaneously (e.g., Kraatz and Block 2008; Greenwood et al. 2011). 
Consequently, an interest in the interaction between different institutional logics and 
the organizational response to institutional complexity has gained prominence 
(Greenwood et al. 2011; Reay and Hinings 2009). Reay and Hinings (2009) 
investigated the persistence of a multiplicity of logics and propose that the interaction 
between logics is managed through collaborative relationships between field-level 
actors. Other studies, such as Borum and Westenholz’s (1995) historical case study of 
Copenhagen Business School, describe how organizations enacted a multitude of 
different logics that were preserved within organizational subcultures after the 
dominant logic had shifted to another model (logic). Over time, the different logics 
were evoked and reinforced in relation to changes in the environmental conditions. 
Their study indicates that bits and pieces of different models scattered around the 
organizational path may get picked up by organizational actors in times of need. This 
is an idea that has also been put forth, at the macro-level, by other institutional scholars 
(e.g., Schneiberg 2007). 
Lately, a new turn in the work concerning logics has emerged, the idea of moving 
beyond conflicting logics. Scholars are beginning to explore how logics may not only 
conflict but also interact in a way that is more prosperous. This is particularly evident 
in studies regarding hybrid organizations and the idea of logic blending (e.g., Glynn 
and Lounsbury 2005; Battilana and Dorado 2010; Pache and Santos 2010). Studies of 
hybridity focus on organizations that represent a mix of models, such as microfinance 
organizations, which are the object of study in a research article by Battilana and 
Dorado(2010), who suggest that these hybrid organizations need to have an identity 
that balances the logics that are united in the organization, in their case a social and 
market logic. This idea of a balance seems to be gaining some prominence and a recent 
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piece by Jarzabkowski et al. (2013) even develops a conceptual model for studying 
institutional ambidexterity. I find their conceptualization intriguing, yet I find it crucial 
that we also consider organizations that are not totally ambidextrous, hybrids, or any 
other term that leads us to think of some sort of equal balance. Unquestionably, most 
organizations deal with complexity and multiple logics, and it remains to be seen if in 
most instances there is an equal balance between logics. Given this uncertainty, we 
need to understand how logic bridging comes about in specific instances, how and why 
blending occurs, and when it is (not) considered an option. To get to that 
understanding, we need more studies of how organizations respond to complexity, and 
not only of organizations where there is some sort of balance.   
In light of the three turns described above and the current debates within institutional 
theory, it is fair to say that we know little about how and why logics may sometimes 
conflict and be perceived to be irreconcilable while, in other instances, an embrace of 
complexity may be perfectly natural to the organizational actors. The organizational 
dynamics involved in creating the organizational responses to institutional complexity 
has previously been given very little attention empirically (Greenwood et al. 2011; 
Pache and Santos 2010). Therefore, we have little knowledge of what goes on inside 
organizations. Scholars have addressed this level of analysis in studies such as the one 
by Battilana and Dorado (2010) and Pache and Santos (2011, 2013). However, the 
emphasis has to some extent remained on organizational-level structures and practices. 
As Zilber (2013) notes, little attention is paid to the organizational actors’ ideas and 
interpretations. In the process of logic combination, whether a case of conflict or 
interdependence, we also need to understand the underlying meaning systems and how 
they change and evolve. This lack of empirical attention to the organizational level 
may, according to Westenholz (2012), be a result of an assumption within (neo-)
institutional theory that organizations are entities upon which institutional logics 
impact (top-down); she argues that organizations should also be studied as individual 
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entities that interpret and respond to institutional logics in their own way (Westenholz 
2012: 154).
Although not focused on logics, there is however a group of scholars who have 
traditionally studied organizational responses from an interpretive perspective, the 
Scandinavian Institutionalists (e.g., Boxenbaum and Strandgaard Pedersen 2009; 
Boxenbaum and Jonsson 2008; Westenholz, Strandgaard Pedersen, and Dobbin 2006; 
Westenholz 2012). Some of these studies have focus on the organizational translation 
of globalized models or the local editing of these models (Sahlin and Wedlin 2008); in 
this understanding, recognizable concepts travel across space and time and are 
translated to fit the local context, meaning that concepts are somewhat similar across 
organizations. In my work I am inspired by this tradition and elaborate on it in relation 
to institutional logics by proposing a slightly different processes of institutional 
bricolage, emphasizing the construction of concepts (conceptualization) in a situated
context, where the actors’ interpretation and the creation of the concept (in this case 
responsible drinking) are central, and where elements ‘borrowed’ from different logics 
are combined. My conceptualization of institutional bricolage is not entirely distinct 
from the concept of translation, rather it is a specification or a modification, because 
the analytical object is not the traveling of ideas, which are altered and modified as 
they travel through space and time (Czarniawska and Joerges, 1996), but rather a 
situated collection of different ideas or elements (representing different logics) that are 
combined in the construction of a concept. In the following section I will elaborate on 
the use of (institutional) bricolage.
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Institutional Bricolage
– A concept for understanding the unification of fundamental ‘worldview’ 
differences in organizational practice
To capture the unification of different institutional logics, I have adapted the notion of 
institutional bricolage. In this section, I will elaborate on how the notion of bricolage 
has been conceptualized and applied within organization and management studies, 
with a specific focus on why this notion may be particularly useful within an 
institutional theory realm.
The notion of bricolage (Lévi-Strauss 1962/66) has increasingly been adopted by 
researchers within organizational studies (Strandgaard and Dobbin 2006; Duymedjan 
and Rüliling 2010; Boxenbaum and Rouleau 2011), and it refers to the way a 
‘bricoleur’ builds a structure (i.e., knowledge) by using whatever is available within a 
restricted environment to get the job done. The ‘bricoleur’ uses the remains and debris 
of events, fossilized evidence of the history of an individual or society to construct 
something new, for which the individual parts were not originally intended (Lévi-
Strauss 1962/66: 17-22). Lévi-Strauss himself did not offer a specific definition of 
‘bricolage’, therefore Baker and Nelson (2005) decided to elaborate on the 
characteristics of bricolage by creating an integrative definition that takes the existing 
applications of the term across multidisciplinary literatures, and they developed the 
following definition for bricolage as: “making do by applying combinations of the 
resources at hand to new problems and opportunities” (Baker and Nelson 2005: 333). 
In terms of level of analysis, bricolage has been used to understand individual activity 
(e.g., Weick 1998), organizational processes (e.g., Barker and Nelson 2005), and inter-
organizational dynamics (e.g., Garud and Kanøe 2003). The concept of bricolage has 
been used in diverse theoretical fields spanning from social psychology to information 
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technology, but it has primarily been used to describe the processes that are related to 
innovation, entrepreneurship, and lately also organizational identity construction. 
Next, I will outline work on bricolage that has been carried out within organizational 
studies. In my review of the literature, I found that the concept of bricolage is applied 
in at least three different areas: improvisation and sensemaking (e.g., Weick 1998), 
entrepreneurship (e.g., Barker and Nelson 2005), and organizational identity 
construction (e.g., Dobbin and Strandgaard-Pedersen 2006; Glynn 2008). 
Improvisation and Sensemaking
Bricolage has frequently been used to describe the organizational practices that lead to 
innovation. Noticeably, bricolage has often been juxtaposed with improvisation (e.g.,
Weick 1998; Baker, Miner, and Easely 2003; Speicer and Sewell 2010). This 
juxtaposition has contributed to an interpretation of the ‘making do’ facet of Lévi-
Strauss’ original work as “always make do with whatever is at hand”. Weick (1998) 
writes about improvisation as a mindset for organizational analysis and uses the 
intriguing example of playing Jazz music and improvisation as the way that people 
compose their lives. He also argues that understanding improvisation is important for 
organization theory more broadly because, by understanding the process of organizing, 
we will understand organizations. Additionally, he emphasizes that, by looking at the 
process of improvisation (bricolage), we might be able to do more with the 
simultaneous presence of opposites (e.g., distinct logics) than just label them as 
paradoxes (Weick 1998: 551).  
Entrepreneurship
The largest body of research applying the notion of bricolage is related to 
entrepreneurship (e.g., Garud and Karnøe 2003; Barker and Nelson 2005; Phillips and
Tracey 2007). In a comparative study of the creation of wind turbines in Denmark and
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the USA, Garud and Karnøe (2003) deduce that bricolage is a form of entrepreneurship 
that is emergent and allows for a mutual co-shaping of, in their case, technology. 
Bricolage is therefore understood as a: “...process of moving ahead on the basis of 
inputs of actors who possess local knowledge, but through their interactions, are able 
to gradually transform emerging paths to higher degrees of functionality” (2003: 296). 
Their point is that the shaping of the process and the outcome occurred at several 
interaction points between different interest groups, e.g., floor workers, designers, and 
policymakers. Garud and Karnøe (2003) note that entrepreneurship through a bricolage 
process may be particularly relevant in situations where there are complex and non-
linear dynamics between the different actors, artifacts, and rules. This study suggests 
that the concept of bricolage may be particularly helpful for studying the institutional 
complexity that actors face and how they negotiate multiple logics.  
Organizational Identity Construction and Institutional Bricolage
Finally, the notion of bricolage is in line with more recent work within institutional 
theory that emphasizes that organizations tend to be constructed by ‘bricks’ that are 
available in their institutional environment (e.g., Rao, Monin and Durand 2005; 
Pedersen and Dobbin 2006; Glynn and Abzug 2002; Glynn 2008). This stream focuses 
on the way in which organizations are constituted by different institutionally derived 
elements or ‘bricks’, e.g., from the organizational fields, that are then combined by the 
‘bricoleur’ (organization or organizational actor) to become something that is both 
legitimate within a given organizational field and that, at the same time, can be 
assembled to foster organizational distinctiveness. However, the fundamental idea in 
bricolage is not novel within institutional theory; Meyer and Rowan (1977) already 
introduced this idea in their seminal article:
“The growth of rationalized institutional structures in society makes formal 
organizations more common and more elaborate. Such institutions are myths which 
make formal organizations both easier to create and more necessary. After all, the 
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building blocks for organizations come to be littered around the societal landscape; it 
takes only a little entrepreneurial energy to assemble them into a structure. And 
because these building blocks are considered proper, adequate, rational, and 
necessary, organizations must incorporate them to avoid illegitimacy. Thus, the myths 
built into rationalized institutional elements create the necessity, the opportunity, and 
the impulse to organize rationally, over and above pressures in this direction created 
by the need to manage proximate relational networks.”
(Meyer and Rowan 1977: 345, emphasis added)
Here, they portray ‘building blocks’ as institutional elements (rationalized institutional 
structures) that organizations assemble to gain legitimacy. Nevertheless, up until 
recently the focus of institutional scholars has been on the diffusion of these 
institutional elements, that is, whether or not organizations adopt a new practice once it 
has emerged, rather than on their origin and creation (Lounsbury and Crumley 2007; 
Scott 2008). In essence, there has been an overemphasis on structure relative to actors 
in innovation processes, which also includes a neglected empirical focus on the 
internal organizational dynamics involved in the assembly of institutional building 
blocks. Lately, however, several institutionalists have been discussing the fundamental 
idea of bricolage – the recombination of institutionally derived elements in different 
and new ways by drawing on Lévi-Strauss (1962), Swidler (1986), Schumpeter (1934),
and even Ogburn (1922) (e.g., Pedersen and Dobbin 2006; Glynn 2008; Thornton et al.
2012). Glynn (2008) is, for example, inspired by Swidler’s idea of culture as a 
“toolkit” (1986) from which organizations can draw different identity elements. She 
suggests that organizational identity construction becomes a process of institutional 
bricolage, where organizational actors incorporate different cultural meanings, 
sentiments, and rules into their identity claims (Glynn, 2008). Boxenbaum and Rouleau 
(2011), drawing on Lévi-Strauss (1962), apply bricolage to explain the process of 
innovation at a conceptual level by using our own field of organizational studies as an 
illustrative case example. Although the concept and idea of bricolage is often 
mentioned in institutional studies, only a few studies have tracked such processes of 
institutional bricolage in any depth empirically. 
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I believe that what makes bricolage an appealing concept within an institutional realm 
is its fixed roots in the idea of path dependency (see, e.g., Schneiberg 2007). It 
concurrently presupposes the understanding that institutional change and the 
construction of novelty such as new practices, products, and artifacts are more 
evolutionary than revolutionary. The reason why evolutionary changes are more 
common is because new elements are customized to blend with local institutionalized 
procedures rather than to replace them (Boxenbaum 2006). Along the same lines,
Campbell (2004) notes that innovations are more likely to take hold if entrepreneurs 
are able to fit their innovations into the local institutional context and mobilize political 
support from interest groups along with organizational and institutional leaders; 
implementation is also more likely if they have the capacity to implement the 
innovation  (e.g., financial and administrative resources), and have other political or 
financial support to get the job done (Campbell 2004: 86). Ultimately, Campbell 
argues in favor of a conceptualization of innovation that is closely related to my 
understanding of institutional bricolage.
My perspective
In this dissertation, I propose that the process of institutional bricolage involves 
multiple logics, which might co-exist or even coupled through the process of bricolage. 
I elaborate on the mechanisms involved in logic blending to further our understanding 
of why tensions between logics may or may not be resolved in organizational practice. 
In this dissertation, I show how the concept of institutional bricolage can be used as an 
analytical tool to understand how institutional logics interact within an organizational 
context. Furthermore, I illustrate that institutional bricolage may be used to describe 
the process of logic bridging (blending or hybridization), and how institutional 
bricolage is constructed by organizational actors within and across an organizational 
context. 
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In addition, scholars increasingly mention organizational identity as having an 
important role in relation to institutional logics and complexity (Kraatz and Block 
2008; Greenwood et al. 2011; Battilana and Dorado 2010). In a recent book on the 
logics perspective, Thornton et al. (2012) devote a full chapter (Chapter 6) to the topic 
and thoroughly elaborate on the key premise that institutional logics and organizational 
practice and identities are intrinsically interrelated (p. 132), meaning that a change in 
practice and identities can alter the institutional logics in a given setting and vice versa. 
I agree with all of the abovementioned scholars that this link between logics and 
identity is an underdeveloped area that demands intra-organizational studies exploring 
the micro-dynamics of these relationships. In this project, I seek to uncover some of 
these mechanisms and show how organizational actors creatively combine elements 
from different logics by drawing upon existing organizational resources in their efforts 
to reconstitute their collective organizational identity (Højgaard Christiansen and
Lounsbury 2013/chapter 8). 
Identity – Same Same but Different
Within the social science the construct of identity is a central construct, it is discussed 
within psychology (e.g. Eriksson, 1959), sociology (e.g. Mead 1934; Cooley 
1902/1962) and philosophy for a long time. Since it was introduced into sociology in 
the works of Cooley and Mead it has developed in different directions, micro 
sociological perspectives, such as social psychology and symbolic interactionism, have 
mainly focused on individuals, whereas more traditional sociologists have tended to 
highlight the way in which interaction mold and shape the individuals sense of self, the 
“me” (Mead, 1934: Cerulo, 1997). These different traditions shape the way the concept 
of identity is studied and discussed within organizational studies.
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Identity has become a core concept within organizational studies. Often it is depicted
as a core concept invoked in organizational sensemaking and as a concept that assists 
in creating meaning and explaining action (Gioia, Patvardhan, Hamilton, and Corley 
2013: 3; Weick 1995), especially within directions drawing on social psychology and 
symbolic interactionism. Weick (1995) notes, identities are created in processes of 
interaction, and they are a fundamental part of sensemaking because who we think we 
are and how we perceive the factors that affect our lives determines how we see the 
world and react to it (Weick 1995, 2005). Weick’s assertion has been confirmed in 
several empirical studies, which have displayed that organizational identity acts as a 
perceptual lens or filter that shapes how organizational members interpret and respond 
to issues (institutional pressures or perceived threats) (e.g., Dutton and Dukerich 1991; 
Gioia and Thomas 1996; Elsbach and Kramer 1996; Lok 2010). Gioia and Thomas’ 
(1996) study of organizations within higher education suggests that, under conditions 
of change, organizational members’ (or management’s) perception of identity are key 
to their interpretation of the issue and an important link between the internal 
organizational context and the members’ issue interpretation.
Theory and research about organizational identity is a thriving branch within 
organizational studies; there are a range of approaches and conceptions of identity. 
Consequently, the evaluation has sometimes been that the term is used in a large range 
of different ways and some researchers like Pratt (2003) have been very critical of 
scholars’ use of the identity concept. He has stated that it is often used to vaguely,
which might cause its meaning and explanatory power to be lost. One of the challenges 
is unsurprisingly that different scholars draw on a range of different philosophical 
traditions, epistemologies and methodologies in their work, which provide an 
interesting vitality, but also sometimes challenges. Identity studies have become a 
central domain within organization studies, and there are several ongoing debates 
about the meaning of the term as well as its application at different levels of analysis. 
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In this relation Ravasi and Canato (2013) recently noted organizational identity 
researches drawing on different traditions see the relevance in each other’s work and 
draw from different bodies of research. While they celebrate this development, they 
also suggest that researchers should clearly state what underlying assumptions that 
drives their study. In the present review, I have chosen to elaborate on levels of 
analysis, perspectives on organizational identity, and current concepts around the 
interplay between levels. My aim in this section is to clearly define how I understand 
the concept and how and why I have used it in this study. I will outline the different 
perspectives on organizational identity as well as my own position in relation to my 
study.
Within organizational studies, the initial conception of an organizational identity arose 
with Albert and Whetten’s (1985) seminal piece, which has shaped many of the present 
conceptualizations of organizational identity. Their most important contribution was 
their definition of organizational identity as that which organizational members 
perceive to be central, distinctive, and temporally continuous (enduring). Since this 
seed was planted, it has flourished and their work has been complemented by the work 
of a wide range of other scholars who have built upon their ideas. Today their article 
yields more than 2200 citations in Google Scholar, and organizational identity research 
has become a separate domain of interest. Within this domain, debates and discussions 
continue to evolve, particularly around the three pillars of identity: the central, 
distinctive, and continuous. Scholars have debated as to what degree organizational 
identity is able to change and whether the change is externally or internally triggered 
(Gioia et al. 2013). Likewise, the pillar of distinctiveness has been up for debate: Does 
an identity aspect have to distinguish the organization from other organizations? A 
disagreement between different stances on these questions has led to the formulation of 
three different perspectives within the organizational identity literature, which I will 
lay out in the following section. 
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Three Perspectives on Organizational Identity
In my description of the organizational identity literature, I draw on the recent review 
by Gioia et al. (2013), who extracted four perspectives on organizational identity, as 
well as a range of other recent work within the field. Table 2 gives a comparative 
overview of these perspectives: social construction, social actor, and institutionalist 
perspective. I have chosen not to elaborate on the perspective that Gioia et al. (2013) 
label the population ecologist view because this group of scholars (e.g., Polos, Hannan, 
and Carroll 2002) has an externally focused conception of identity; it does not take its 
point of departure in organizational actors’ interpretation, which is the fundamental 
focus of this dissertation.
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TABLE 2
Comparative overview of the different Perspectives on ‘Organizational Identity’*
Characteristic Social construction Social actor Institutionalist 
Theoretical 
foundations
Social psychology/social 
constructivism
(Old-) Institutional 
theory
Institutional theory/social 
constructivism 
Definition of 
identity
Organizational identity is 
a self-referential concept 
defined by the 
organizational members 
to articulate ‘who we are 
as an organization’.
Organizational identity is 
a self-referential concept 
defined by the 
organization as an entity. 
Overt claims articulate 
the central, enduring, and 
distinctive aspects of the 
organizations.
Organizational identity is a 
set of claims to a social 
category, such as an 
industry grouping, a status 
ranking, or an interest set 
(Glynn 2008: 419).  
Emphasis on 
cognitive 
process or 
objective 
characteristic
s
Organizational members’
shared sensemaking of 
‘who we are as an 
organization’.
Identity-as-
institutionalized claims 
available to members –
selected and specified by 
leaders.
‘Who we are as an 
organization’ is internally 
defined in relation to the 
institutional environment.
Emphasis on 
being the 
same or 
different
Being different Being different Different and the same –
identity is primarily about 
the organization’s 
membership (or claims to 
membership) in a 
collective identity at the 
level of the organizational 
field (or industry 
grouping). 
Interplay 
between 
levels of 
analysis
Only internal 
organizational members’ 
definition of the 
organization matters. 
Interplay between 
individual, interpersonal,
and organizational levels 
of identity.
Interplay is assumed but 
not explicitly described. 
Still, organizations self-
definitions specify both 
how it is different from 
and similar to other 
organizations. 
The interplay between 
levels is a fundamental 
assumption. Institutions 
constrain and enable the 
construction of the 
organizational identity.
Selected work Dutton and Dukerich 
(1991); Gioia and
Thomas (1996); Gioia, 
Schultz and Corley 
(2000)
Whetten (2003); Whetten 
and Mackey (2002)
Glynn (2008); Navis and
Glynn (2010, 2011); Wry 
eta al. (2011)
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The social construction perspective 4
4 I find the name social constructivist perspective to be misleading because the institutionalist 
perspectives in many ways rest on some of the same assumptions, and also content that actions and 
structures are mutually constitutive (Glynn 2008). Still, for the purpose of concept clarity, I will use 
the concept here as it has been classified by others (e.g., Whetten and Mackey 2002; Ravasi and
Schultz 2006; Gioia et al. 2013). 
(e.g., Dutton and Dukerich 1991; Gioia and
Thomas 1996; Gioia, Schultz, and Corley 2000) proposes that organizational identity is 
a self-referential concept that is defined by the members of the organization through 
sensemaking processes and articulation of ‘who we are as an organization’. In this 
perspective, organizational identity resides in organizational members’ shared 
interpretive schemes, which are collectively constructed to make sense of experiences 
(Gioia 1998; Schultz and Ravasi 2006). The owner and constructors of organizational 
identities are therefore the organizational members and these constructions might differ 
from the official and formal organizational expression, which is assumed to be 
formulated exclusively by the organizational founders and top management. One of the 
core assumptions within this perspective is that organizational identity is internally 
defined by organizational members to articulate ‘who we are’ to themselves and 
others. This perspective emphasizes organizational members’ sensemaking and focuses 
on cognitive processes that shape common understandings of the core organizational 
attributes which make that organization ‘distinct’. Interplay between levels of analysis 
has tended to be restricted to the individual, interpersonal, and organizational levels of 
identity and how they may influence each other. Other and more externally focused 
issues and questions that move beyond the organizational level of analysis have been 
tackled under the heading of ‘organizational image’, which is another contested notion 
and discussion that I will not elaborate upon here; instead, I will simply define it as 
external audiences’ perception of a given organization.  Some scholars, such as Hatch 
and Schultz (2002), offer a more integrated model of organizational identity 
construction by suggesting that culture, identity, and image constitute and shape each 
other in identity processes. Still, in this perspective organizations are portrayed as a 
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social collective, therefore organizational identity is essentially conceptualized as 
organizational actors’ shared sensemaking, which also occur within separate groups 
and when there are multiple identities (see e.g. Pratt and Foreman, 2000). Questions 
that move beyond the organizational level of analysis and into the institutional level 
(e.g. industry or category) are rarely included within this perspective. 
The social actor perspective (e.g., Whetten 2006; Whetten and Mackey 2002) similarly 
proposes that organizational identity is a self-referential concept defined by the 
organization as an entity. Focus is given to the explicit claims made by the 
organization as an entity, which articulate the central, enduring, and distinctive aspects 
of the organization; in the words of Whetten and Mackey (2002: 396): “Identity is thus 
conceived of as those things that enable social actors to satisfy their inherent needs to 
be the same yesterday, today, and tomorrow and to be unique actors or entities.” This 
definition suggests that identity is a stable and enduring construct. It is important to 
note that identity is depicted as reflecting more or less institutionalized claims that are 
available to organizational members. These claims have been selected by the 
organization’s founders and specified by the leaders of the organization (i.e., top
management). The organization is depicted as being both a social actor and a social 
artifact – that is, a social tool designed by the founder (or management) for specific 
purposes such as the brewing of beer. This perspective is informed by (old) 
institutional theory and the work of Selznick (1957) and the assumption that 
organizations are formed by social institutions, but over time, the organizations
become institutions themselves. The broad assumptions within the social actor 
perspective resonate with the business use of ‘corporate identity’ (e.g. Olins, 1989). 
Interplay between levels is in many ways assumed since this perspective prescribes 
that an organization’s self-definition (that is, its identity) specifies both how it is 
different from and similar to that of other organizations. Whetten and Mackey even 
recognize that categorical identity claims (i.e., what we claim to be a bank, church, or 
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brewer, etc.) are important because they are made in reference to specific 
institutionally standardized social categories (2002: 397). Still, it is important to note 
that the organizational level is the locus of study and the organization is depicted as a 
rather isolated entity.
The institutionalist perspective (e.g., Glynn 2008; Navis and Glynn 2010, 2011; Wry et 
al. 2011) draws on and adds to both the social constructivist and the social actor 
perspective, as it defines identity as an internally defined self-referential concept. 
However, emphasis is given to ‘who we are as an organization’, which is defined in
relation to the institutional environment. Further, what notably sets it apart from the 
other two perspectives is its attention to institutionalization processes (Gioia 2013).
This perspective explicitly asserts that organizational identity is a set of claims to a 
social category, such as an industry grouping, a status ranking, or an interest set (Glynn 
2008: 419). In other words, identity is not singlehandedly a question of being 
distinctive, which has been an overarching theme in the identity literature since Albert 
and Whetten (1985), and which is also predominant in the two other perspectives. 
Instead, emphasis is given to the organization’s claims of membership in a collective 
identity at the level of the organizational field or industry grouping. This perspective 
explicitly seeks to describe organizational identity construction as an open process that 
involves organizational actors describing the organization as both similar to other 
organizations within a given industry or category and distinct from them (e.g., Alvarez, 
Mazza, Strandgaard Pedersen and Svejenova 2005; Strandgaard and Dobbin 2006). 
Interplay between levels of analysis is a fundamental assumption, and institutions are 
thought to both constrain and enable the construction of the organizational identity. 
Whereas the two other perspectives sought to explain difference, the institutional 
perspective seeks to integrate the idea of ‘sameness’ as a fundamental part of identity. 
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Relationships between different levels of analysis 
In my work with organizational identity, I advocate the institutionalist perspective. 
Institutional identity studies focuses on claimed similarity (i.e., to other industry or 
category members) as the basis for identity construction (e.g., Czarniawska and Wolff 
1998; Glynn and Abzug 2002; and see Glynn (2008) for a review). This indicates that 
an important aspect of identity construction is institutionally enabled and that 
organizational legitimacy and the ability to survive rest on the organization’s ability to 
conform to its environment. The organizational identity (social constructivists) on the 
contrary has tended to study internal processes as well as organizational actors’
interpretations and responses to threats. Although the focus has primarily been on 
internal processes there has also been a long standing interest in image and external 
forces influence on identity, (e.g. Dutton and Dukerich 1991; Gioia and Thomas 1996;
Ravasi and Schultz 2006). Even though the different perspectives have remained rather 
separate, these two streams are approaching one another in recent work by, e.g.,
Alvarez et al. (2005), Strandgaard and Dobbin (2006), Gioia, Prince, Hamilton, and
Thomas (2010) and Navis and Glynn (2010), who all seek to portray the process of 
identity construction as something that is internally defined but at the same time 
constrained and enabled by institutions. 
While addressing this levels aspect, Schultz (2012) recently suggested four types of 
relationships between the institutional (institutional level) and cultural level 
(organizational level) of analysis, two where the institutional level has a stronger 
influence: ‘cultural filtering of institutional pressures from isomorphism’ and ‘culture 
as a source of new institutional elements’, and two where the organizational level has a 
stronger influence: ‘Organizational culture as a source of positioning towards 
institutions’ and ‘counter culture as redefining institutions’. Through her elaboration 
she theorized that cultural and institutional approaches are interconnected and that 
those interconnections change over time. Accordingly, Schultz (2012) argue that a
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process perspective would enhance our ability to study the interconnectedness between 
the two, as the focus of analysis would shift from levels of meaning systems, to the 
actual construction and circulation of meaning across a range of different actors (2012: 
105). I agree with Schultz, that scholars attention to these meaning constructions or 
institutionalization processes would enable us to gain a better understand the interplay 
between levels. In relation to identity studies the ideas elaborated in this piece are 
relevant because it emphasize that organizations are influenced by both internal 
(organizational level) and external dynamics (institutional level), and that there is a 
dynamic interconnectedness that should be recognized in research.
At this point, there are only a few studies that explore this interconnectedness 
empirically. Navis and Glynn’s (2010) study of satellite radio showed how the focus of 
category member companies shifted from having a focus on building the new category 
to distinguishing the company within that category. They address the relationship and 
tension between legitimizing the collective identity of the industry, and developing a 
visibly distinct organizational profile (Brewer 1991; Deephouse 1999), providing an 
empirical account for the interplay between identity levels. Navis and Glynn’s study 
has been conducted at category level, top down and over a period of fifteen years as
the category emerged. It is truly illuminating and bolsters emerging ideas on the 
relations between institutional collective and organizational identities, as being closely 
interlinked, and perhaps even two sides of the same coin, as has been theorized by
others (Strandgaard and Dobbin 2006). But it also triggers a need to dig into the 
organization to understand actors’ interpretations and actions in relation to such shifts 
in focus.
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My perspective
In this section I have elaborated on some of the ways that the concept of identity is 
used within organizational studies (organizational identity in particular). My use of the 
identity concept varies slightly across the different papers partly due to the focus of the 
different analysis, but also because the study was conducted inductively over a period 
of three years. In the first paper on interplays between collective and organizational
identities (chapter 7) I focus on organizational actors’ identity claims and how their 
emphasis shifted from a collective to an organizational focus over time. Here I work 
with an approach that takes the interconnectedness between levels into account by 
exploring the interplay between two levels, collective industry and organizational, and 
how it influences the organizational responses to a perceived threat in the institutional 
environment. While in the second paper, Strange Brew (chapter 8), Lounsbury and I 
argue that at the core of institutional bricolage inside an organization are efforts to 
reconstitute an organization’s identity, which resonates more with the social actor 
perspective. Still, based on my empirical work and my overall understanding of 
identity, I believe that this dissertation also adds to the emerging line of work within 
identity studies that explore the interconnectedness between identity levels (outlined in 
the preceding sections) by following a conceptualization process inductively within 
and beyond organizational ‘boundaries’.  While exploring how the interplay between 
the collective and organizational level of identity construction shape the organizational 
response to an issue.
Organizational Responses to Institutional Logics and My Contributions
In combination, the papers in this dissertation show how over time a new assemblage 
and balance between the enacted institutional logics creates change in organizational 
actors’ identity claims, as well as their organizational responses. Consequently, this 
dissertation suggests that organizational responses are more dynamic and fluid and 
should therefore be studied as such. The combined contribution of this dissertation is 
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primarily to the institutional logics literature; secondarily, to the literature regarding 
organizational responses to complexity; and finally, to the institutionally oriented 
perspective on organizational identity. Some of these areas overlap since they have 
been used in collaboration in the different analyses. In the following, I will introduce 
my contribution to each of the above-mentioned literatures up-front, which will then be 
elaborated on in each of the papers (chapters 7, 8, and 9) as well as in the overall 
conclusion (Chapter 10). 
First, the institutional logics perspective. The intra-organizational dynamics involved 
in the organizational responses to multiple logics has received scant attention
empirically (Greenwood 2011). Although some recent studies have elaborated on the 
organizational-level structures and practices (e.g., Pache and Santos 2010; Battilana 
and Dorado 2010), there has been little focus on organizational actors’ interpretations 
and understandings (Zilber 2013). In my work, I have been inspired by the 
Scandinavian Institutionalists (e.g., Boxenbaum and Strandgaard Pedersen 2009; 
Boxenbaum and Jonsson 2008; Westenholz, Strandgaard Pedersen, and Dobbin 2006; 
Westenholz 2012), who have a particular tradition for studying organizational 
responses from an interpretive perspective. Thus, in contrast to the above-mentioned 
intra-organizational studies, I have deliberately focused on organizational actors’
cognition and construction of interplay between the multiple logics. This focus on the 
organizational actors’ interpretations meant that it was possible to identify both 
instances where organizational actors experienced conflict as well as situations where 
they saw synergies and engaged with a coupling of logics, as they believed that it was 
crucial for the survival of the company. This depiction of a more positive relation 
between logics, which actors depicted as almost additive, sets this study apart from the 
main body of studies, which tend to focus on how conflicts can be overcome 
(Jarzabkowski et al. 2013) and disregard the possibility that organizational actors 
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might also, in some instances, experience the bridging of logics as an opportunity. In 
these situations, organizational actors might engage in institutional bricolage (industry 
or organizational), where they integrate constructs from different domains (and logics). 
This observation is consistent with recent theoretical developments where actors are 
depicted as relatively autonomous and capable of mixing elements from different 
logics (e.g., Thornton et al. 2012; Waldorff, Reay, and Goodrick 2013).
Second, this dissertation contributes to a closely related area, organizational responses 
to institutional complexity, by showing how organizational responses to issues 
(institutional pressures or perceived threats) are not as unitary as implied in previous 
studies; there is not just one response within an organization, but several. Aside from
Binder’s (2007) ethnographic case study, which showed that different units within the 
same organization responded to the same institutional pressures (different logics) in 
different ways, there has been minimal focus on the multiplicity of organizational 
responses within the same organizations (Binder 2007; Greenwood et al. 2011). This 
research project shows how variations in responses occurred within and across the 
organizational realm, over time, and across levels and space. Paper 1 (Chapter 7) 
shows that the dominant response changed and developed over time; paper 2 (Chapter 
8) illustrates how organizational actors crafted a response through a process of 
institutional bricolage and how they bridge different logics by drawing on 
organizational resources (at hand) from different times and spaces in an effort to 
reconstitute their organizational identity; paper 3 (Chapter 9) shows how different units 
engaged in several types of responses simultaneously. 
Third, the study elaborates on some aspects of relevance to the institutional identity 
perspective, notably, the line of work that explores the institutionally embedded nature 
of organizational identities (e.g., Battilana and Dorado 2010; Glynn and Abzug 2002; 
Glynn and Navis 2011). While focalizing organizational actors’ identity claims in 
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relation to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’, this study empirically depicts the
interplay between collective (industry) and organizational identities and how the 
balance between these two levels of identity shifted over time, from an initial focus on 
the collective to more distinctive organizational identity claims. The shifts seem to 
have occurred as the intensity of the external pressure intensified, prompting 
organizational actors to consider the issue a threat to aspects of their distinct 
organizational identity. Hence, this part of the study enriches our understanding of the 
interplay between different levels of identity (organizational and collective) with 
insight into the development of interpretations and actions as they unfold over time
(paper 1/Chapter 7). Connected to this identity aspect, this research elaborates 
empirically on the link between logics and identity, a link that is often theorized (e.g., 
Thornton et al. 2012; Crumley and Lounsbury 2007) but seldom elaborated on
empirically (see, e.g., Battilana and Dorado 2010; Lok 2010 for exceptions). 
Moreover, this study shows that with the shift and new interpretations of the issue 
(paper 1/ Chapter 7), a new understanding of synergy between logics was engendered 
(paper 3/ Chapter 9), as organizational actors noted that their engagement with the 
issue was of significance for the organization’s (and industry’s) survival; this 
understanding led to collaboration, broader participation (representatives from 
different logics), and an integration of various concepts.
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4. METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH DESIGN
In the following, I will describe my methodology and outline the research design as 
well as account for the choices that I have made along the way. In the development of 
my approach, I have been building inductively on the theoretical elements presented in 
the previous section. Before moving into the method and research design, I will briefly 
depict the underlying epistemology that guided my research process. 
In my work with this research project, I rely on an interpretive approach and I draw on
the assumption that human beings act towards things based on the meaning that this 
particular thing has for them, thus meaning emerges and is negotiated through social 
interaction (Blumer 1969). Concurrently, the aim of this study is to focus on the 
processes by which meaning is negotiated and created as different logics interact in an 
organizational context. In this study, I am particularly attentive to the ways in which 
the organizational actors experience the different logics and the interplay between 
them. In this vein, I draw on the interpretive traditions and the work of Berger and 
Luckmann (1966) and Schütz (1962) and their assumptions on how actors’ shared 
typifications become institutions through tradition, sentimentation, and legitimation. 
Consequently, in my research design, my goal was to follow the organization’s
conceptualization of RD from the bottom-up. In other words, I wanted to explore the 
local actors’ creation of meaning in relation to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. This 
idea also rests on a common conception within Scandinavian institutionalism (e.g.,
Sahlin-Andersen 1996, 2008; Waldorff 2010; Boxenbaum and Strandgaard 2009) that 
local actors construct problems that are to be considered relevant, and they 
concurrently construct local responses to the problems that fit their setting. Therefore, I 
was purposely attempting to understand the local conceptualization. In my work, I
attempt to study aspects of organizational actors’ social interaction as well as the 
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interpretations that guide their action and response in relation to the issue of ‘alcohol-
related harm’.
The Case Study 
– Following the organizational responses to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’
The research design is a case study with multiple embedded cases, as I study several 
units within the same organization (Yin 2003). In this study, I have different empirical 
focuses: one paper goes into depth with a process in one unit (headquarters, paper 
2/chapter 8); another explores the development in the responses for the whole 
organization over time (all units/cases, paper 1/chapter 7); and the last paper is a
comparative study of the different units within the group (all units/cases, paper 3/chapter 
9). The first two papers are exclusively process-focused studies, while the last one also 
has a variance aspect (Poole and Van de Ven 2010). Carlsberg Group was selected 
through theoretical sampling; because my project was embedded within a larger 
research cooperation with Carlsberg Group, I had unusual research access (Yin 2009;
Eisenhardt and Graebner 2007), this access is thoroughly elaborated in chapter 5 (‘My 
Story with Carlsberg’). The aim of this study is to build theory, and the comparative 
aspect of including different embedded cases allows for theory building in a way that a 
single case study does not (Eisenhardt 1989). 
My primary reason for including more units in the study was that I was interested in 
getting a more detailed understanding of the organization’s conceptualization of 
responsible drinking; therefore, I followed this conceptualization across the group and 
into the industry based on the informants’ understandings. Through a “snowballing” 
technique (Miles and Hubmann 1994: 28), I let the informants’ observations and 
interpretations steer my analytical gaze, so that when a document, event, or 
organization was mentioned, I would explore that in my next step of data collection 
and analysis. My aim was to tap into the managers’ (senior, lower level, and industry) 
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meaning systems and interpretations in relation to managing the issue of ‘alcohol-
related harm’, comprising multiple logics. In my approach, I considered the 
interpretation system as an inter-subjectively negotiated framework of understanding,
and I was essentially interested in understanding how the actors, involved in the 
conceptualization of the response ‘responsible drinking’, understood their context and 
experience, and how they communicated that understanding among each other and to 
others (Gioia and Thomas 1996). Carlsberg’s conceptualization of ‘responsible 
drinking’, which is generally associated with initiatives attempting to prevent the 
misuse of alcohol (e.g., binge drinking, youth drinking, drunk driving), is an empirical 
focus because in this area the organizational actors deal with the interplay between 
different logics (domains) and because the controversy and immediacy of RD to 
Carlsberg Group’s product, beer, is intrinsic and closely linked to the legitimacy of the 
organization. In addition, the area is also considered to be a ‘must have’ within the 
brewery industry.
The embedded cases, that is, the different subunits, were comparable in that all units 
were responding to the same issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ and were dealing with an 
interplay between a social and a market domain (logics) in that process. Two of the 
units, headquarters and the pilot subsidiary (Carlsberg Denmark), were selected 
because I had unusual research access to follow the process of the organizations’ 
conceptualization of responses. The three other subunits (in the UK, Finland, and 
Poland) were selected as polar types (Eisenhardt 1989), two of the units (the UK and 
Finland) were seen as frontrunners (by Group) in relation to handling the issue, one 
primarily through the engagement in industry, the other had a more organizational 
engagement, and the final unit (Poland) had little engagement with the issue. This 
selection of cases and research design was intended to create a foundation for the 
building of theories of commonalities and differences in responses and ways of 
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handling the interplay between logics (the social and market domain) at the 
organizational unit level.         
Data Collection and Sources
In my study, I use a multi-method approach (Eisenhardt 1989; Miles and Hubmann 
1994) in an attempt to understand the construction of the organizational responses. I 
have used interviews, documents, observations, and feedback from the organization, an 
overview of which is provided in the data overview in table 35
5 Please note that the number of interviews differs in paper 1 (Chapter 7) and paper 3 (Chapter 8) 
because paper 1 was based on an analysis made earlier in the research process.
and a list of 
interviewees and their positions which can be found in appendix 1. To understand the 
conceptualization of RD in Carlsberg, data was collected at headquarters and in four 
subsidiaries in the UK, Finland, and Poland, as well as Denmark, which was selected 
as the pilot country for the implementation of responsible drinking. During the course 
of the study, I followed an inductive approach going back and forth between the data 
collection and pertinent literature (Locke 2001). 
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I conducted a total of thirty-six interviews at the Carlsberg Group headquarters, local 
departments in the UK, Finland, Poland, and Denmark, as well as field-level 
organizations such as industry associations and special interests associations (local, 
regional, and global). Archival and document studies have primarily been used as an 
additional source of data, that is, as a supplement to the interviews and the 
observations, but they have still provided important details of events and prior 
organizational conceptualizations and actions. The RD Guide Book and associated 
documents (around fifty pages, e.g., different versions) have, however, been coded 
alongside the interviews and observations made in relation to its creation (elaboration 
follows). Finally, I have held eleven feedback meetings with my key contacts along the 
way to secure ongoing access and ‘member check’ (Eriksson and Kovalinen 2008), 
meaning that I have discussed my research design, interpretations, ideas, and working 
hypothesis with my contacts.
Rather than elaborating on how I used each of these methods separately, I have chosen 
to section the data collection to give a more vivid understanding of how the different 
methods were applied in different sections of the data collection process. I find that 
this format might better illustrate the iterative data collection and analysis process. In 
my approach to the data collection, I was particularly alert to following the 
construction of RD, which meant that although I focused on Carlsberg Group’s
conceptualization, I also interviewed people ‘outside’ of the organization, notably,
managers in industry associations involved in the conceptualization. In most of these 
instances, the connections to these informants were made on the invitation of 
organizational actors, but in some instances I contacted them myself because of their 
significance in relation to the organizational conceptualization of RD. For example, I 
contacted Portman Group, the CSR advisory and standard setter in the UK alcohol 
industry, and set up an interview in connection with my visit to the UK because I had 
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found in preparatory desk research that they were the authors of an industry code of 
conduct. Portman Group’s significance was later restated in the interviews with 
organizational actors in Carlsberg UK.      
The data collection took place in four subsequent phases. In the first phase (fall 2010), 
I began the study with a rather open aim to study Carlsberg Group’s work with CSR 
and to understand their management of the combination of social and commercial 
goals (logics) – at this stage I was trying to grasp the focus of this study. I did
extensive archival studies of documents and pilot interviews with key actors working 
with CSR. In the second phase (2010-2011), I followed the development process of an
RD Guide Book as well as key headquarter stakeholders’ conceptualization of 
responsible drinking in Carlsberg Group. During the third phase, I interviewed and 
gathered data in and around the three local subunits and their local conceptualization of 
responsible drinking. Finally, in the last phase, I followed up on Carlsberg Group’s 
headquarters’ conceptualization of responsible drinking (in 2012 and 2013) and made 
participant observations in the Danish subsidiary, which was carrying out a ‘pilot’
implementation of responsible drinking. Together, these four sections gave me an 
insight into Carlsberg Group’s conceptualizations of responses to the issue of ‘alcohol-
related harm’ as well as how the interplay between the social and the market dimension 
was constructed. My observations of the developments within the headquarters of 
Carlsberg Group allowed me to explore a process development in real time, 
supplemented by archival data, while the data gathered at the subsidiaries let me 
observe and compare across space. Although I have chosen to describe my data 
collection in phases, whereby each phase will be described in the following sections, I 
wish to emphasize that each section illuminates the organizational responses to the 
“same issue” of ‘alcohol-related harm’; “the same” is in quotation marks because the 
way the organizational actors experience the issue and respond to it also defines what it 
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is. Still, I will be referring to the issue as being “the same” because the organizational 
actors themselves define it as being comparable across units.
My aim was to follow the ‘object’, the conceptualization of ‘responsible drinking’, 
across the organization in order to understand how organizational actors interpret and 
respond to this issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ and conceptualize a response that 
represents a unification of different institutional logics (social responsibility and 
market). Therefore, each of the data sections below are intimately connected but have 
been sectioned out due to differences in time, space, and method.
Phase 1: Narrowing the scope – from CSR to Responsible drinking
At this stage, I gained an understanding of the area of CSR in Carlsberg Group and 
how the organization worked with it. A large part of this initial phase consisted of 
archival studies: I had been given access to around 100 documents, including 
presentations that the CSR department had prepared for the Executive Committee, 
policy documents, and meeting minutes from the period 2008-2010; I observed a few 
meetings in the CSR units and two project meetings related to two different CSR areas 
(Water consumption/Environment and RD); and I did initial pilot interviews and held 
discussion meetings with my contacts in the CSR department. Carlsberg Group’s work 
with CSR turned out to be a very broad area in great flux, and there were many parallel 
and different conceptions up in the air. I realized very early on that this was too 
complex an area to capture (given my time frame) since the informants’ locus when 
speaking of CSR went in many different directions, e.g., environmental areas, human 
resources, ethical consumer relations, business ethics, and supply chain management. 
Also, these areas had different statuses and were handled in a range of different 
functional departments. I narrowed the scope to ‘responsible drinking’ because it 
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emerged as a prominent area that was somehow more intrinsic to the organization:
“…what we really are and what we sell” (Business Developer). At the same time, I had 
a unique opportunity to follow a new project that was starting up, with a focus on 
developing a strategic Carlsberg Group approach to the area of RD.    
My selection and focus also redirected my attention to the point that RD was being 
constructed as, and in response to, a concrete problem outside the organization, the 
issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. This meant that I looked at the conceptualization 
slightly differently and was able to see a new connection to another policy area, 
‘Marketing Communication Policy’, which was an earlier and slightly overlapping 
response to the “same issue”. 
Phase 2: Headquarters (fall 2010 - spring 2011) – the RD Guide Book
At headquarters, I followed the development process of a new Responsible Drinking
Guide Book (RD Guide Book); it was developed to initiate a change in organizational 
behavior by urging subunits to engage in RD initiatives. The RD Guide Book was 
created over a period of time, from September 2010 to June 2011, when it was 
finalized in a 1.0 version. 
The informants were selected based on their association with the area of RD as 
important input givers and/or decision-makers. Organizational informants included 
managers within Communication, Public Affairs, Marketing, Sales and/or CSR, while 
informants were predominantly managers within the communication area. The industry 
informants included people in different positions with direct experience with 
‘responsible drinking’ initiatives. As the emerging themes appeared, I proceeded using 
purposeful sampling (Locke 2001).
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The interviews were conducted on the topic of CSR at Carlsberg, the RD project, CSR 
policies (related to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’), and meetings on RD that had 
been observed. In the interviews, I asked the informants about their conceptualization 
of RD, the aims, strategies, opportunities, and challenges in RD and its
implementation, as well as the informants’ own role in, and their own experiences 
with, RD and CSR. The interviews ranged from forty-five to ninety minutes and were 
recorded and transcribed. The long interviews were usually formal during the 
recording, followed by more informal conversation during lunch, over coffee, and so 
on. The informal part was noted down in a logbook afterwards. The RD Project 
Manager at headquarters was interviewed on five occasions during and after the 
development of the RD Guide Book to get an understanding of the development 
process. 
Organizational documents were collected from the time right before (2007) the 
establishment of the CSR department in 2008 up until 2011 (see Table 3). Data on the 
organizational field were collected based on the information received during the 
interviews, observations, and organizational data. I would only seek out archival data 
after the informants had mentioned them; for example, I obtained additional 
information on ‘alcopops’, an alcohol-based lemonade drink that has been the cause of 
great scrutiny over the years (since 1995 when they were first launched in the UK), 
after informants had mentioned them as playing a crucial role in triggering an industry 
response.  
During my studies, I attended five meetings at headquarters about the development of 
the ‘RD Guide Book’ in the period from December 2010 until May 2011.  The first 
meeting was a ‘discussion meeting’ where five of Carlsberg’s key internal stakeholders 
in relation to the ‘RD Guide Book’ were to identify the most important challenges in 
relation to the implementation of the Carlsberg Group Responsible Drinking Strategy 
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and agree on the steps ahead. The remaining meetings were between the RD project 
team and other internal parties (i.e., from Communication) and/or two to three PR 
consultants about deliverables for the RD project, the strategy, and the actual 
production of the ‘RD Guide Book’. The meetings provided valuable information 
about the RD project’s process, organizational stakeholders, organizational structure, 
past events and practices, and strategies for implementation and upcoming events. In 
addition to the data gathering mentioned above, I engaged in an ongoing dialogue with 
my key contacts and held feedback meetings with them throughout the process. 
Phase 3: Visiting the subunits (fall 2011- winter 2012) – the local conceptualizations
In the two earlier phases, it had become clear that headquarters’ understanding of 
responsible drinking was being shaped by their competitors’ approach to the issue, as 
well as industry associations’ actions, but perhaps most significantly in interaction with 
subsidiaries, who they described as being ‘on the front line’ in handling the issue in 
their practice and interaction with local audiences. This interaction with the local 
subsidiaries was also evident in the formation of the RD Guide Book, which was 
heavily shaped by local and regional ‘specialists’ with concrete experience in the 
execution of RD initiatives locally. At this point, the local organizational actors 
working with the conceptualization of RD experienced very little direction from 
headquarters; instead, the common understanding was that there was no or very little 
focus on the area, as one local manager noted: “the local markets are pushing back 
initiatives, pushing back ideas back into group.”
I used multiple embedded cases (Miles and Hubmann 1994), different units within the 
group, to get a deeper understanding and create richer explanations of Carlsberg 
Group’s interpretations and responses to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ as well as 
the management of logics in the response. Through interaction with my key contacts at 
Carlsberg Group, I selected three subsidiaries: Carlsberg UK, the industry frontrunner;
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Sinebychoff, the organizational frontrunner; and Carlsberg Poland, a subsidiary with 
relatively little involvement in RD.  In each of the units, I interviewed the 
organizational actors that were considered to be relevant in relation to the units’ 
conceptualization of responsible drinking as primary decision-makers. The relevant 
informants were identified through interaction with my contacts at headquarters and 
the different units, notably, their ‘CSR champion’, the local CSR representative. The 
informants were managers within Marketing, Communication, CSR, HR, Sales and 
Business Development (see appendix 1). Within the UK, Denmark, and Finland, I
talked with representatives, and I interviewed managers from the more market-driven 
functions, such as Marketing and Sales; in Poland I unfortunately did not succeed in 
getting that same contact. Still, the informants that I interviewed within and outside the 
organizational boarders were involved in the conceptualization of RD. I interviewed 
everyone about the same three themes: what RD was in the unit; whether and how their 
RD initiatives were different from or similar to competitors; and, finally, I asked them 
to elaborate on their sources of inspiration, such as competitors, industry associations, 
other industries, and the local country organizations (see an exemplary interview guide 
in appendix 2). Before each of the unit visits, I did thorough desk research of official 
public documents and went through headquarters’ surveys on CSR policy 
implementation in that unit and additional internal documents. Each informant 
received the interview guide prior to the interview and was promised individual 
anonymity to make them more relaxed and comfortable with the interview situations. 
This was especially relevant since the interview topic, RD, was a rather “present and 
conflicted area” in some places, which was noted by a few informants.  The interviews 
lasted between forty-five and ninety minutes and were recorded and transcribed.
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Phase 4: Follow-up interviews at headquarters and “pilot country” (fall 2012 -
winter 2013) – And the beat goes on…
In the fall of 2012, I conducted follow-up interviews at headquarters with organi-
zational members who had either been involved in the very early development of CSR 
policies or were currently involved in headquarters’ conceptualization. In this phase, I 
was particularly interested in exploring the new developments in the RD 
conceptualization, and I followed up on the questions that had emerged as I was 
working with the analysis. 
As I was conducting the follow-up interviews, I found that a ‘pilot implementation’ of 
RD, a new overall group strategy, had been started. Carlsberg Denmark had 
volunteered to try and make RD initiatives that were coupled with one of their main 
brands. Hence, they were attempting to integrate the social and the market domain in 
their practices. I interviewed some of the people involved with the Carlsberg Denmark 
conceptualization and made observations at two meetings in the pilot country, 
Carlsberg Denmark, in early 2013. These two meetings were very informative; they 
were discussion meetings in the marketing/brand team, and the content was about how 
they were going to connect the RD aspects to their branding campaigns and secure a
sustainable coupling between them so that the new social aspect would be aligned with 
their claimed identity as well as the claims of the brand.
Unfortunately, I could only observe the initial part of Carlsberg Denmark’s efforts 
because of my own practical time constraints. However, it was clear to me when I left 
the empirical field of Carlsberg that the conceptualization process continues – the beat 
goes on…  
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The Data Analysis
An iterative approach is utilized, travelling back and forth between the data, pertinent 
literature, and the emergent theory to develop the theory (Glaser and Strauss 1967). 
During the data gathering process, I made ongoing analyses; I decided to follow some 
paths and not others as well as emphasize some processes and bracket others. My 
research strategy was to focus on the organizations’ conceptualization of a response to 
the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’, which materialized under the heading of 
‘responsible drinking’. My analysis was not totally pre-given by a theoretical 
framework, but I used sensitizing concepts (Blumer 1969: 148, see also Eisenhardt 
1989: 544) to describe and analyze the central features of the empirical material. Most 
notably, I focalized the concepts of logics, bricolage, and identity, which I have 
elaborated on in the theory section (Chapter 3). While I consider my approach to be 
inductively oriented, others might find that my analytical approach has been more 
abductive in nature (Eriksson and Kovalainen 2008), meaning that it combines a 
deductive and inductive orientation in the analytical process.
Initially, the data was coded in the software program Nvivo 9, which helped me 
structure the analysis and keep track of the different data elements in the analysis, as 
well as gain an overall impression of the themes, logics, and links within the dataset. 
Throughout the analysis, I primarily focused on coding the interviews and 
observations, but central documents such as the ‘RD Guide Book’ and associated 
documents were also coded. Additionally, secondary data (e.g., additional documents, 
pictures and videos, commercials, etc.) were used for support and for extra details.   
The overall data analysis consisted of four steps (which has been further detailed in 
each of the three papers).  The first step of the analysis primarily included the 
headquarter documents and the I read through from a holistic understanding, which
allowed for the discovery of different themes in the material. Although, the coding was 
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rather open and broadly focused on organizational actors’ understandings and 
rationalizations in relation to CSR, institutional logics were a focal element but other 
emerging themes were also considered. It was also at this stage that the 
conceptualization of the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ and the industry collectiveness 
in relation to dealing with it started to take form, as well as, headquarters’ relationship 
to subsidiaries and the different ways that interplay between logics were constructed. 
Based on these emerging themes I narrowed my focus in the second step, to the 
headquarters’ conceptualization of RD and their bridging of logics (social 
responsibility and market). As the empirical material from the different markets was
added to the analysis, first the UK and later Finland, Poland, and Denmark, the themes 
were elaborated and developed and subsequently formed the foundation for the next 
steps in the analysis. In the third step, I compared headquarters and the UK’s ways of 
constructing the interplay between logics, and this emerged as the foundational work 
for paper 3 (chapter 9). I searched thoroughly for how and why the logics were 
coupled, focusing on places in the data where the different logics would appear 
together. This included exploring conflicts that were presented, how their “resolution” 
was sought, and when a perceived synergy existed. In the fourth stage, I focused on the 
organizational (Carlsberg Group’s) response to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ over 
a period of time. This analysis was supported by data from all units and deals with how 
their responses evolved over time (total population of cases) (Poole and Van de Ven 
2010). As such, I studied the units as being rather homogenously moving through the 
same process, just at different paces or stages. At the final stage of analysis, interviews 
and observation notes were coded once again for “extension” (Lincoln and Guba 1985) 
to develop and extend the comparison between the different organizational 
departments. At this stage, data elements from the coding were entered into an Excel 
spreadsheet to get a better and alternative overview of the patterns within and across 
cases, creating the analytical foundation for the final version of paper 3, which
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compares and contrasts the different units’ ways of handling the logic interplay. 
Further details on the analysis will follow in the papers.
Limitations of Study and Further Research
In this study, I have interviewed organizational actors, mainly senior and middle level 
managers, who are involved in the conceptualization of RD to explore how their 
understanding and construction of logic interplay influenced how they handled the 
issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. Hence, I have not depicted the only available 
construction of identity claims in relation to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’;
instead, I have selected informants who were key actors in relation to the RD 
conceptualization. Still, there are undoubtedly alternative views on this topic that I 
have not heard. On the other hand, I have tried to get a detailed picture by not only 
focusing on the organizational actors’ accounts, but also on external industry actors’ 
accounts and the associated concrete practices and initiatives aimed at handling the 
issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. In addition, it is a fundamental assumption in this 
study that meaning is a socially constructed phenomenon, and I have therefore 
approached the interpretation system as an inter-subjectively negotiated framework for 
understanding. Accordingly, I have focalized the actors’ own experiences, 
interpretations, and responses to their context, and I have let these guide my research 
process. 
In my research, I did observations of meetings to get an understanding of the debates 
and negotiations that were taking place in relation to the conceptualization of RD. 
These meetings gave me an understanding of the debates, controversies, frustrations,
and negotiations occurring at headquarters and the pilot country, Carlsberg Denmark;
at the same time, I acknowledge that there have been limitations to this approach. First, 
I remained a clear and distinguished outsider, and therefore the interviews and 
observations might to some degree be more or less stylized. I do not believe that I 
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made that much of a difference to the people in the meetings; nonetheless, they might 
have guarded some of their thoughts and interpretations because of my presence. When 
comments like, “don’t write that in your book [with a smile]” were made, or when I 
was asked about my plans for the week in a weekly department meeting, it was evident 
that my presence was noted by participants and I was not a natural element in their 
meetings. 
Ethnography could have been an option to get closer and observe construction 
processes and negotiations as they were taking place. This would have enabled me to 
make a more ‘thick description’ of the micro-level processes involved in logic 
coupling, and I might have had a closer relationship with the organizational actors, 
greater trust, and more openness. Still, my goal was not to get access to the informants’
“true” or “real” interpretations, which is unattainable regardless; rather, my aim was to 
study their inter-subjectively negotiated understandings. Although I initially 
considered doing an ethnographic study, this was not an option, so instead I observed 
selected meetings. If, for example, an ethnographic study had been made at
headquarters, how would I have portrayed the interpretations and actions occurring in 
different units? And as one of the informants notes “headquarters is just a head, 
without the body [subunits] it is nothing”. Therefore, an ethnographic approach might 
not have allowed me to follow the conceptualization across parts of the organization 
and observe the similarities and variations in responses. 
71
5. “MY STORY WITH CARLSBERG” – THE ENGAGED SCHOLAR
During the course of this study, my aim has been to gain insights into the 
organizational interpretations and responses to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’.
How do the organizational actors perceive this issue? How is the complexity of the 
issue handled? And when and how do these understandings shape different types of 
organizational responses? These were the empirical questions that guided my inquiry. I 
wanted to gain insights into the organizational actors’ interpretations and reasoning for 
engagement with the issue. As I sought out answers to these questions, I used a 
bottom-up approach to Carlsberg’s conceptualization process. In choosing this 
approach, I have taken inspiration from the so-called ‘Scandinavian Institutionalists’
(Boxenbaum and Strandgaard 2009) and the empirical observation that ideas and labels 
(concepts such as RD) may be diffused under the same label but might have different 
meanings when they are conceptualized in different organizational contexts 
(Czarniawska and Joerges 1996; Mazza, Sahlin-Andersson, and Strandgaard 2005; 
Boxenbaum 2006). Consequently, it was important for me to create a workable 
relationship with key actors within Carlsberg Group so as to get access to these 
organizational ‘interpretive processes’. In this section, I will elaborate on this 
relationship and my engagement with Carlsberg Group as a researcher by focusing on 
three central themes that have defined my engagement, my personal attitude, and 
engagement, the negotiating access and the projects attachments, and finally, studying 
a complex object. In the following, I will elaborate on my personal reflections on each 
of these themes. In doing this I draw inspiration from Van de Ven’s (2007) idea of 
‘engaged scholarship’, which emphasize that the engagement with practice can 
enhance both scientific and practical knowledge and that research is not a solitary 
practice; instead in is a collective achievement. He therefore argues that researchers 
need to engage with practitioners throughout the research process to advance 
knowledge on a given phenomenon. 
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Personal Attitude and Engagement 
This first theme, my personal attitude and engagement, is particular relevant to 
elaborate, because it was I, in my role as a researcher, who was negotiating and 
communicating with various Carlsberg actors. In addition, I am the researcher and this 
research project was conducted and written-up by me, therefore, this dissertation is 
purely based on my observations and analysis7. Before I move on to my engagement, I 
find it necessary to briefly give a few details of my background, that is, where I was 
coming from when I entered into this research project; this is relevant because it has 
shaped who I am as a person and as a researcher. I have an educational background in 
marketing, management, and communication, a bachelor from Aarhus School of 
Business and a masters from Copenhagen Business School. Alongside and after my 
studies, I worked as a communication assistant within the health and care area and as a 
fundraising professional at an international humanitarian NGO. I have long had an 
interest in the combination of social and market goals (domains), which I have been 
working with in various ways, both in practice and theory. Notably, I focused on 
NGOs working with marketing techniques and engaging in corporate partnerships in 
my master’s thesis, and I worked with this area as a practitioner right before I entered 
the PhD program and started this research project.
In his work, Van de Ven (2007) synthesizes literature that discusses the bridging of 
theory and practice by outlining four forms of engaged scholarship: informed basic
research, collaborative research, design/policy research, and action/intervention 
research (271-282). My approach resembles the model of informed basic research, as I 
adopted an outsider perspective; I conducted and controlled the research activities 
while I got input and advice from organizational stakeholders along the way. Although, 
7 With input from my supervisors and colleagues, notably, Michael Lounsbury (co-author of one of 
the papers), Mary Ann Glynn, my sponsor at Boston College during my visit in the spring of 2011, as 
well as Carlsberg Group main contacts. 
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my contacts did have some level of control since they had the knowledge (and contact 
information) of whom it would be relevant for me to talk to. In that respect, I was 
relying on them to identify initial relevant informants. This was particularly so because 
I was a detached outsider. This also meant that I did not partake in their organizational 
actors’ RD developments directly as a participant, but rather only indirectly through 
meeting observations and our conversations about their RD conceptualization and my 
research project. 
Still, throughout the research process, I engaged in negotiations and discussions with 
my primary contacts. In this relation, I had eleven feedback meetings with key 
Carlsberg Group stakeholders from the Corporate Social Responsibility department 
(today, the CSR and Public Affairs unit) and members of the Executive Committee to 
discuss my chosen research direction and to get feedback on my findings. In addition, 
before submitting papers to conferences and publications, organizational 
representatives read through the sections that elaborated on Carlsberg. This read 
through served three purposes: Firstly, it reassured the key actors that no confidential 
information was enclosed; Carlsberg Group is a publicly listed company and therefore 
the research project and me as a researcher are legally bound not to give out sensitive 
information. However, given the timeframe of this project, this has shown to be of
little practical implication. Secondly, instead of posing a challenge, it turned out to 
work quite differently; it reassured the informants that it was ‘safe’ to give me 
confidential information that I would not have otherwise had access to. Hence, I 
promised them individual anonymity and that potentially confidential information 
would not be enclosed in any publication, and that this would be reassured by the key 
stakeholders at headquarters. Thirdly, the ongoing interaction with key stakeholders at 
headquarters allowed me to gain a better understanding of the organization and the 
context through which the ‘responsible drinking’ conceptualization was created and 
how it interacted with and was shaped by different organizational actors and agendas.
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It also meant that my object of study, the conceptualizations of responsible drinking 
and the combination of different belief systems, had some sort of relevance for the 
practitioners within my empirical field (Schultz, 2010).
During my ongoing interactions, observations, and negotiations, I kept a diary, noting 
down my thoughts and interpretations of my observations and discussions within 
Carlsberg Group and with their managers. Even though I was not exactly engaged in 
participant observations, my use of the diary resembled the way anthropologists (e.g., 
Malinowski 1967) have used the format.
The Negotiation of Access and the Project’s Attachments 
The research project is associated with a larger project about Carlsberg Group 
concerning the development of their organizational identity as a global corporation, 
with Majken Schultz as the lead researcher. From the beginning (2010), this research 
project has broadly been framed as a project that explores aspects of Carlsberg Group’s
Corporate Social Responsibility and its interplay with organizational identity. 
Therefore, I had initial access to Carlsberg Group and a connection to the Executive 
Committee. In addition, there was a project steering committee for the overall research 
project comprised of the three researchers on the project, Majken Schultz, Mary Jo
Hatch, and myself, as well as two key members of Carlsberg Group’s Executive 
Committee (ExCom) and the chair of the Tuborg Foundation8
8 The Tuborg Foundation has funded the overall research project in full and provided half of the 
funding for the PhD research project; the other half has been provided by Copenhagen Business 
School, where I have been employed as a regular PhD fellow.
. This committee had 
been set up to maintain ongoing interaction with key stakeholders in relation to the 
overall project. Because of my research project’s association to the larger research 
project, I initially got access to Headquarters’ Corporate Social Responsibility unit 
(since 2011, Corporate Social Responsibility and Public Affairs), which was to be my 
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main unit of contact and connection to the rest of the Carlsberg Group. Although my 
project has been associated with the overall research project, my project has been 
relatively autonomous; however, Majken Schultz has been my secondary supervisor 
and an important advisor in finding my way around Carlsberg. 
Although there was formal access to the organizational conceptualization of CSR in 
Carlsberg, I had to establish my own role as a researcher and enter into an ongoing 
negotiation of access to documents, informants, and observation opportunities. Being a 
rather inexperienced researcher, the thought of entering these negotiations was a bit 
unsettling, and, as it turns out, rightfully so. Even though my contacts in the 
organizations were curios and helpful, entering the organization and discussing my 
objectives for the research project with them sometimes felt like we were speaking 
different languages – that of theory and practice. The ironic thing was that I was not a 
total stranger to practice, as noted above, I did have some practical experience; rather,
the challenge for me was combining both ‘lenses’ at the same time. I had to find a way 
to design a research project that was both rigorous and grounded in a problem of 
practical relevance; at the same time, Carlsberg was a new acquaintance. It initially 
took a lot of work on my part to grasp a whole new empirical field and construct a new 
‘combination’ language (like Esperanto). In this regard, the most important 
breakthrough came a year into the study, when I presented my initial observations from 
the first market (UK). At this meeting, we managed to establish some kind of mutual 
ground and a mutual communication of knowledge across boundaries (Van de Ven 
2007). Although we had had discussions and negotiations before that point, this 
meeting represents a distinct turning point, and it had a fundamental impact on our 
relationship, my main contact’s confidence in the research project, and trust in me as a 
researcher. 
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As mentioned earlier, this study is funded in part by the Tuborg Foundation, which is 
under the control of the Carlsberg Foundation, and which also owns Carlsberg Group. 
In other words, there is also a funding relationship that I would like to touch upon. 
Cheek (2000) reflects on this particular aspect and notes that it often remains an untold 
story. She raises three main issues that researchers face when doing funded qualitative 
research: ‘ethical considerations’, ‘who controls the research?’, and ‘the effects of 
funding in the research’ (Cheek 2000: 409-415). I find these issues to be relevant in 
relation to the present study, and I will therefore elaborate on my own experiences in 
relation to all three in the following.
In my approach to Carlsberg, I remained a distinct outsider, but it was still important 
for me to establish a sustainable relationship with key stakeholders at Carlsberg in 
order to get access; nevertheless, I adopted an outsider perspective while still seeking
advice and feedback from my key contacts. One ethical aspect that came up during the 
course of this study was that many interview participants assumed that I was employed 
by Carlsberg, particularly when I visited the subsidiaries. Therefore, I was always very 
careful to explicate my own role and explain that I was working as an independent 
researcher, though partly funded by Tuborgfondet (the Tuborg Foundation), and that 
my findings would be made available to the public and to Carlsberg. In addition, I
promised them their personal anonymity. In doing this, I hoped to accomplish two 
main things: To gain their trust by being an outside researcher, but also to distance 
headquarters’ (Carlsberg Group) engagement in the project; I was there on research 
‘business’, and I did not want to be mistaken for a headquarter spy, nevertheless, I 
cannot refute that some interview participants might have seen me as such.
Subsequently, I have concealed the informants’ identity in the presentation of my data, 
as well as from my headquarter contacts. 
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A last significant aspect is my choice to enclose the name of the case company, rather 
than anonymize it. First of all, in light of my phenomenological approach, it was 
important for me to retain the details and specifics of my empirical observations, which 
might have been lost otherwise. Notably, Carlsberg’s history, location, organizational 
structure, and the nature of the operations are aspects that were important for my 
analysis, and for my understanding of the organizational actors’ interpretations and 
actions in response to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. Furthermore, I wanted to be 
open about my relationship with the Carlsberg Group, and that this has given me 
unique access to internal processes that I would not have otherwise had access to 
(Eisenhardt 1989). Of course, this leaves the question of whether I have been free to be 
critical; perhaps not, but my goal with this dissertation is not to be the next Michael 
Moore or Christopher Buckley (author of ‘Thank You for Smoking’); instead, my aim 
has been to portray the organizational actors’ interpretations and reactions to the issue 
of ‘alcohol-related harm’. In other words, I did not want to take the role of an ethical 
realist, pointing to what is ‘right’ and what is ‘wrong’; that is not a role I want to take 
as a researcher. Instead, I have aimed to grasp and describe the conceptualizations that 
I observed and leave any potentially critical readings of my findings to the reader.   
Studying a Complex ‘Object’ – The Study of Meaning 
Finally, one of the largest challenges in this study has been to grasp the meanings of 
different empirical concepts. My goal was to obtain an understanding of the meaning 
systems that the organizational actors were constructing, therefore, I could not just 
assume that common labels like CSR or ‘responsible drinking’ were the same things; 
the concepts were in flux and were negotiated as I was studying them. As I was 
starting out, my aim was to grasp Carlsberg’s conceptualization of CSR in a broad 
sense, but very soon it became evident that such a broad area covering everything from 
environmental awareness to human resources and consumer issues was simply too 
broad, and the first few pilot interviews were rather open and went in many different 
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directions. Consequently, I decided to limit my focus to one area, the initiatives 
tackling the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’, and RD in particular. With this limitation, 
I wanted to go deeper into the conceptualizations. Still, this did not eliminate the 
challenge of grasping the meanings attached to the different empirical concepts; this 
remained an inherent challenge and focal point throughout this study, which should 
also be evident in the papers.  I will give an illustration; when I first started visiting 
headquarters, RD was conceptualized as something that was closely related and nearly 
the same as the Marketing Communication policy (described in chapter 2), the 
following extract is from Carlsberg Groups’s Annual Report under the heading 
‘responsible drinking’ illustrate this:
“The Group is committed to promoting responsible drinking of beer and to preventing 
misuse. Targeted activities focus on contexts where the risk of harmful drinking is 
high. While policies are developed centrally, our companies tailor and implement 
activities appropriate to the local culture and address critical issues with highest local 
relevance such as under-age drinking and drink driving.
In 2010, the Group finalised the development of a global e-learning tool to train 
marketing and communication managers in responsible marketing of alcoholic 
beverages. Roll-out of the global training programme in 2011 will further ensure 
compliance with local and international self-regulation marketing codes.”                                 
                                                                (Carlsberg Groups, 2010: 31, emphasis added)
The Marketing Communication policy and responsible drinking was depicted under 
one heading and as covering more or less the same grounds, initiatives and practice to 
avoid a loss of their ‘license to operate’. But as headquarters’ RD project progressed, 
the meaning of the concepts changed so that the differences between the two concepts 
became more distinct. My own understanding of the separation between the two 
developed along similar lines. The complexity of the constructs became even more 
evident as a result of my visiting the subsidiaries; here, I entered a whole new ball 
game: attempting to understand the local conceptualizations. Although it was very 
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clear that the concepts were similar constructs, they were interpreted and constructed 
very differently, albeit with some parallels (please see paper 3/ Chapter 9). Therefore, I 
was particularly alert not to make too many a priori assumptions; instead, I would get 
informants to describe what RD was, and I would ask questions like, ‘what are the 
most important kinds of RD initiatives that you work with?’ so as to get an 
understanding of how the different actors constructed RD in the units, as well as why 
and how the logic interplay was enacted in their practices.  
In essence my engagement with Carlsberg has been quite an enriching journey and in 
the following chapters I will elaborate on the outcome of this journey, through a 
presentation of my analyses and findings.   
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6. OUTLINE OF THE THREE PAPERS IN THIS DISSERTATION
The papers in this dissertation are all papers that emphasize the organizational 
response(s) to a multiplicity of external pressures. Each paper has a different focus in 
terms of level of analysis, however, all are focused on the organizational process of 
interpretation and negotiation of meaning. For the purpose of simplicity, I have 
included an overtly functionalistic overview of the different units of analysis (Figure 
1), acknowledging that this is purely an analytical move. The empirical reality that I 
have observed is much more messy and complicated; there are no clear and evident 
boundaries between these different levels, which should also be evident in the different 
papers. To give an example, a number of the headquarter managers worked part-time 
at headquarters and part-time in a local subsidiary and could therefore be categorized 
as belonging to both places, while other organizational members held influential 
positions in different industry associations and participated actively in different 
industry initiatives, e.g., Brewers of Europe and Global Brewers Initiative. Still, in my 
use of an inductive approach, I have followed the interpretations and meanings of 
organizational members. When I moved my data collection to the subsidiaries and the 
industry level associations, I did so based on my empirical observations and interaction 
with key organizational members (i.e., senior and middle managers) using a bottom-up
approach.
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Figure 1: overview of the different units of analysis
The first paper, Interplays Between Collective and Organizational Identities: A 
Temporal Perspective, will be presented at this year’s AOM meeting in the 
Organization and Management Theory (OMT) division in the session entitled Thank 
you for smoking: Sin-situations. The paper deals with the interplay between collective 
and organizational identity as I explore how the interplay between the two levels 
influences organizational responses to a perceived threat in the institutional 
environment. The analysis of Carlsberg Groups’ response to the issue of ‘alcohol-
related harm’ suggests the presence of a first and second wave of interpretation. The 
first wave, guided by collective identity claims, helps to shield the organization from 
an industry-wide threat via shared industry actions. The second wave, entailing a shift 
towards organizational identity claims, enables organizational differentiation via the 
construction of an organizational response aligned with dominant organizational 
identity claims. This study contributes with insights into the interplay between 
organizational and collective identities and illustrates a shift over time in response to 
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the intensity of an external pressure and whether organizational members consider it a 
threat to the periphery or the core of the organizational identity. The study highlights 
the fruitfulness of considering identity at multiple levels of analysis and the interplay 
between these levels over time. It suggests that we need more studies that trace how 
meanings develop over time and shape organizational responses. In considering this 
temporal development, it also highlights the need to consider organizational responses 
as dynamic and fluid instead of singular and static.
The second paper, Strange Brew: Bridging Logics via Institutional Bricolage and the 
Reconstitution of Organizational Identity, is co-authored with Michael Lounsbury and 
will be published in Research in the Sociology of Organization in the special double 
volume titled, Institutional Logics in Action (Lounsbury and Boxenbaum 2013b). In 
this paper, we explore how intra-organizational problems related to multiple logics 
may be addressed via the mechanism of institutional bricolage – where actors inside an 
organization act as ‘bricoleurs’, creatively combining elements from different logics 
into newly designed artifacts. An illustrative case study of a global brewery group’s 
development of such an artifact – an RD Guide Book – is outlined. We argue that 
intra-organizational institutional bricolage first requires the problematization of 
organizational identity, followed by a social process involving efforts to re-negotiate 
the organization’s identity in relation to the logics being integrated. We show that, in 
response to growing pressures to be more “responsible”, a group of organizational 
actors creatively tinkered with and combined elements from social responsibility and 
market logics by drawing upon extant organizational resources from different times 
and spaces in an effort to reconstitute their collective organizational identity. In the 
paper, we emphasize the prosperity in uniting the literature on logics and identity. We 
also call for more in-depth studies on how complexity is interpreted and resolved 
inside organizations at the micro-level.
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The final paper and analysis is called What is Brewing? Beyond Conflicting Logics in 
Carlsberg’s Responses to Institutional Complexity. An earlier version of this paper was
presented at AOM 2012 in an Organization and Management Theory division paper 
session entitled, Betwixt and Between Competing Institutional Demands. This case 
study explores how organizational actors within five separate divisions of a global 
brewery group – headquarters and four subsidiaries – experience and respond to the 
same institutional complexity. The comparison showed that the organization pursued a 
number of different responses simultaneously, even within the same units, and these 
responses were categorized into four different types of logic interplay: separation, co-
existence, industry bricolage, and organizational bricolage. The paper contributes to 
the literature on institutional logics by illustrating how and why different logics are 
sometimes perceived to be irreconcilable, while in other instances there is an embrace 
of complexity and synergy. Based on the case study, I theorize four different aspects 
that prompt organizational identification with the issue and three mechanisms that 
drive logic bridging in organizational bricolage.
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7. Paper 1: INTERPLAYS BETWEEN COLLECTIVE AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITIES: A TEMPORAL PERSPECTIVE
Lærke Højgaard Christiansen
‘This paper has been presented at this year’s AOM meeting in the Organization and 
Management Theory (OMT) division in the session entitled:
‘Thank you for smoking: Sin-situations.’’
ABSTRACT
The concepts of collective identity and organizational identity constitute two parallel, 
often separate, research streams in organizational studies. This paper explores how the 
interplay between the two levels influences organizational responses to a perceived 
threat in the institutional environment. The analysis of a global brewer’s response to 
the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ suggests the presence of a first and second wave of 
interpretation. The first wave, guided by collective identity claims, helps to shield the 
organization from an industry-wide threat via shared industry actions. The second 
wave, entailing a shift towards organizational identity claims, enables organizational 
differentiation via the construction of an organizational response aligned with 
dominant organizational identity claims. This study contributes with an insight into the 
interplay between organizational and collective identities and illustrates that it may 
shift over time in response to the intensity of an external pressure and whether 
organizational members consider it a threat to the periphery or the core of the 
organizational identity.
Key words: Collective identities, organizational identities, responding to institutional 
pressure, temporality
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INTRODUCTION
Industries sometimes face difficult issues that threaten their legitimacy in society. 
Industries such as tobacco, soft drinks, fast food, and alcohol are threatened by the 
recent changes in the way that these products are perceived by society at large, notably, 
in relation to health issues. The brewing industry is an example of an established 
industry that is faced with an increasing demand to take responsibility for the negative 
effects of its products. With the ‘new public health movement’ developing during the 
nineties and manifesting in organizations such as the World Health Organization 
(WHO), there has been an increased focus on the promotion of preventive measures to 
fight existing and developing health threats to prolong the life and life quality of 
populations (Goldstein, Goon, and Yach 1995; Tulinsky and Varavikova 2010). The 
issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ is not novel, but brewers and alcohol companies are 
increasingly expected to take responsibility for the problems that their products cause 
for society. This development has occurred in parallel with the growth in coordination 
of global alcohol policy since the 1970s, a coordination that has increased significantly 
since 1995. This increase has partly been driven by the dramatic increase in the sales of 
‘alcopops’ (alcohol-based soda drinks), which provoked a growth in legislation and 
policymaking (Anderson and Baumberg 2006). The issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ 
challenges not only the traditional organizational practices and the organizations’ 
relationships to their audiences, but also the collective industry overall. In this situation 
the brewing industry’s raison d’être is challenged, and both the collective identity of 
the industry and the individual organization is put into question.
In response to an issue or an institutional pressure, organizational actors can focus their 
attention on legitimizing the category as a whole or on having a more distinct and 
organizationally unique response. Within identity studies, these two types of responses 
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have generally been studied separately. Studies conceptualizing the category or 
industry-level focus on the more institutional and collective aspects of identity 
associated with a set of claims of membership to “institutionally standardized social 
categories”, while studies at the organizational level tend to focus on variation and 
more distinctive organizational dimensions. Broadly defined, identity is a claim 
making activity (e.g., Ashforth and Mael 1989; Dutton, Dukerich, and Harquail 1994) 
about what is central, distinctive, and enduring about an entity (Albert and Whetten 
1985). 
Collective identities refer to an inter-organizational level of identity, which has been 
defined by others as a group of actors sharing a similar purpose or output (e.g., Wry, 
Lounsbury, and Glynn 2011). In other words, identity becomes a question of 
membership in a social category within the organizational field (Glynn 2008; Gioia, 
Prince, Hamilton, and Thomas 2010; Greenwood et al. 2011), and as such, the 
organization may claim membership to a category, e.g., a ‘university’ or a ‘bank’ 
(Glynn and Abzug 2002; Elsbach and Kramer 1996). Collective identities are 
important because they shape the organizational behavior and their response to an 
issue—certain options may not be pursued because they lack a fit with that category’s 
characteristic. As Glynn notes, it seems inconceivable to name a bank, Fred’s bank, or 
a pizza place, First Federal Pizza (Glynn 2008). 
Organizational identity scholars, by contrast, tend to have a more internal perspective 
and give prominence to the organization’s inner dynamics and distinct organizational 
features, for example, members’ claims about the organizations central, distinctive, and 
enduring attributes (Albert and Whetten 1985). Accordingly, organizational identity 
scholars have studied organizational reactions to ‘identity threats’—situations or 
events that cause organizational members to question their beliefs about the central and 
distinctive attributes of the organization, in other words, its identity (e.g., Dutton and 
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Dukerich 1991; Elsbach and Kramer 1996; Ravasi and Schultz 2006). Like collective 
identities, organizational identity has been found to shape how pressures and issues are 
interpreted and prioritized as well as which repertoires of possible responses are taken 
into consideration (Glynn 2008; Greenwood et al. 2011). Although these two strands 
are often pursued separately, links between the organizational and collective levels are 
increasingly being made (e.g., Alvarez, Mazza, Strandgaard Pedersen, and Svejenova 
2005; Gioia et al. 2010; Navis and Glynn 2010). Accordingly, in recent work by Glynn 
and colleagues (Glynn and Abzug 2002; Glynn 2008; Navis and Glynn 2010), identity 
is conceptualized as a set of claims made about the organization so as to declare 
membership to a group or a collective, as well as claims made to distinguish the 
organization within the group. Because both claims of collective and organizational 
identity shape the organization’s interpretation and response to an issue (a new 
institutional pressure or a perceived threat), it is important that we gain a better 
understanding of the interplay between the two levels in relation to the organizational 
response process (Greenwood et al. 2011; Ashforth, Rogers, and Corley 2011); 
notably, the collective industry level that is less frequently studied.  
In this paper, I seek to extend recent insights and calls by exploring how the interplay 
between the collective and organizational level of identity construction shape the 
organizational responses to an issue. More specifically, in a situation where an industry 
is experiencing increased scrutiny and a global brewery is trying to avoid total 
disapproval and the loss of legitimacy—‘its license to operate’. The findings presented 
in this paper are based on a case study (Eisenhardt 1989) of the Carlsberg Group, a 
European based brewer and the fourth largest globally, which is faced with the issue of 
‘alcohol-related harm’. This issue has its roots in the idea that companies should take 
responsibility for the negative effects of their products. Since the mid-nineties, the 
issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ has increasingly been put on the corporate agenda and 
its prominence is often linked to an increased health focus within the general 
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population. This study has progressed from an iterative model (Glaser and Strauss 
1967; Locke 2001) using interviews, documents, and observations from the Danish 
headquarters and three European markets, UK, Finland and Poland as well as from 
local and regional industry associations.
The findings from this study show how organizational identities are contextualized 
within collective identities, and that the interplay between these two levels of identity 
changes over time and with regard to a perceived threat. The temporal dimension of 
this study reveals how the interpretation and action in response to the perceived threat 
changed over time. When the issue first surfaced, it was interpreted as a shared threat 
to the periphery (non-core organizational attributes) that demanded a collective 
response and, thus, focus was on collective identity claims and on shielding the 
organization from an industry wide issue. Over time, however, the environmental 
pressure intensified and the interpretation of the issue shifted to being considered as a 
threat to the core (organizational attributes), at which point organizational members 
started to question the ‘shared fate’ and accentuate the construction of organizational 
differentiation. Concurrently, the focus shifted towards more organizational identity 
claims of distinction, highlighting an alignment between ‘who we are’ and the 
response—why the issue is a significant area of focus as for the organization. 
I proceed by discussing the two identity approaches and their proposed empirical and 
theoretical findings in relation to dealing with an ‘issue’. Next, I introduce the concrete 
empirical ‘issue’ at stake in an inductive case study and elaborate on the methods used 
to capture these organizational interpretations and responses over time, illustrating how 
this happened in two different waves. The findings section elaborates on these waves 
and the interplay between collective and organizational identities. I conclude by 
discussing the implications of this study for the study of institutional and 
organizational identity as well as organizational response to institutional pressures.         
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COLLECTIVE AND ORGANIZATIONAL LEVELS OF IDENTITY
Organizational actions can be seen as a response to concerns about changes in the 
environment; these changes are here referred to as issues. According to Dutton and 
Dukerich (1991), issues are events, developments, or trends that organizational actors 
jointly identify as having some consequence for the organization. In the process of 
responding to such issues, organizational identity is broadly recognized as having a 
substantial influence on the way that the issue is interpreted and the responses 
generated (e.g., Dutton and Dukerich 1991; Gioia and Thomas 1996). In this paper, I 
use the term issue to capture a particular and rather closely defined setting in which an 
industry faces a new demand—an issue that challenges the existing practices within the 
industry as well as the legitimacy of the organizational output, that is, its product. In 
other words, the organizations experience disapproval of their core attributes and fear a 
potential stigmatization (Hudson and Okhuysen 2009; Vergne 2012).
At the organizational level, identity refers to the claims made about the core 
organizational attributes that define the organization as being different from other 
organizations—in particular, competing organizations within the same industry. This 
line of studies has attended to organizational reactions to ‘identity threats’, which have 
been defined as situations or events that cause organizational members to question 
their beliefs about central, distinctive and enduring attributes (Albert and Whetten 
1985) of an organization and thus the general self-perception and self-categorization 
(Dutton and Dukerich 1991; Elsbach and Kramer 1996; Ravasi and Schultz 2006). 
Organizational level studies focus on how the organization’s identity claims shape the 
organization’s interpretation, consideration and prioritization of a response to a threat. 
If an organization has a strong and widely shared identity, it is more likely to influence 
the organization’s approach to an institutional demand, and the identity will then 
strengthen the organization’s ability to comply, ignore, or defy these institutional 
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demands (Gioia and Thomas 1996).  Hence, we have insight into how organizations 
respond to identity threats facing the individual organization, but as stated in the 
introduction, there are quite a number of organizations that are faced with collective 
industry challenges that threaten both the identity of the collective industry and of the 
individual organizations within it. 
In contrast, institutional identity studies focuses on claimed similarity (i.e., to other 
industry or category members) as the basis for identity construction (e.g., Czarniawska 
and Wolff 1998; Glynn and Abzug 2002; and see Glynn (2008) for a review). This 
indicates that an important aspect of identity construction is institutionally enabled and 
the organizational legitimacy and the ability to survive rest on the organization’s 
ability to conform to its environment. Therefore, the response to an issue would entail 
that the threat is somehow eliminated at a collective level, e.g., through lobbying, a 
general industry change of image, or by an alteration in the association that the 
organization has to that industry.  The latter is proposed by Vergne (2012), who argue 
that organizations can modify its category associations by diversifying and spanning a 
range of different categories, e.g., weapons and commercial airplanes to make negative 
public evaluations less negative. 
The work of Brewer (1991) and Deephouse (1999) contemplate that organizations (and 
individuals) face pressures both to conform to a group and to distinguish themselves 
within that group, i.e., an industry or a category; the balance between the two has come 
to be known as optimal distinctiveness. Exploring the interplay between the two 
aspects of identity invites an approach that considers both the collective, and more 
institutional aspects, and the organizational. For the purpose of this paper, the term 
interplay is used to depict the relationship between the organizational and collective 
level of identity as being intimately connected. The organizational level is considered 
to be nested within the collective level (Ashforth et al. 2011) while simultaneously 
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being antithetical in that the collective enforces the construction of conformity and 
inclusion, whereas the organizational level compels differentiation and uniqueness.  
The concept interplay has previously been used to describe the intersection between 
different paradigms, entailing both contrasts and connection between one another 
(Schultz and Hatch 1996) and to coin how different external forces shape organizations 
in concert (Dacin 1997). In this paper, I emphasize that although these levels are 
considered to be nested organizational actors, associated interpretations and actions 
may prove to differ significantly.  
The interplay between levels of analysis has been given some salience in recent work 
(e.g. Alvarez, Mazza, Strandgaard Pedersen, and Svejenova 2005; Strandgaard and 
Dobbin 2006; Gioia et al. 2010; Navis and Glynn 2011), which explores the links 
between the organizational and institutional levels. In this work, the collective level 
includes the identity attributes that are common and which members within a category 
share. These attributes create legitimacy for the members of that collective so that 
audiences may distinguish between different collective identities such as brewers and 
wine producers. This means that there is some level of conformity amongst the 
members. Still, these studies also address the paradoxical nature of identity 
construction and the need both for legitimacy and distinction. The study by Alvarez at 
al. (2005) found that three film directors were able to shield their idiosyncrasies from 
the pressures of conformity by increasing their own personal level of control of the 
entire film production process and, in that way, gain some form of independence from 
the industry of which it was a part. Another recent study by Navis and Glynn (2010) 
has a more temporal perspective and shows how organizations within a new market 
category shifted from focusing on their collective identity to focusing on their 
organizational distinctiveness as the new market category became established. Herein, 
Navis and Glynn (2010) address the inherent tension between legitimizing the 
collective identity of the category, or the industry, and developing a visibly distinct 
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organizational profile (Brewer 1991; Deephouse 1999), thus accounting for the 
interplay between identity levels. They showed one shift occurring, and one can 
contemplate that a change in balance between the two levels may appear over time, 
particularly when an industry is faced with a common threat. 
From the current identity studies, both around the organizational and collective levels, 
we know that there are some organizational attributes, which organizational members 
claim to be central, distinctive, and continuous characteristics of the organization 
(Albert and Whetten 1985). Moreover, we know and that this influences the 
organization’s interpretation, consideration, and prioritization of a response to an issue. 
We also know that collective identity shapes the organizational response to an issue. 
Yet we still know little about the process through which this happens and about the 
interplay between the two levels. Thisis also recognized by others, such as Ashforth et 
al. (2011) who theorize about the interplay between levels of analysis by focusing on 
the processes through which identities become linked across levels of analysis, and the 
potential convergence and divergence occurring across levels. They suggest that 
identities are relatively consistent (homogeneous) across levels and emphasize the need 
for more cross-level studies.  When exploring the interplay between levels one must 
also acknowledge the aspect of time and temporality. At this point, there is a lack of 
temporality in studies about the organizational responses, as Greenwood et al. (2011) 
note, there is a tendency in organization studies to assume or imply that organizations 
have a single response and that this stays consistent over time. Therefore, they make a 
call for studies in which temporality is taken into consideration (Greenwood et al. 
2011:351). In this paper, I wish to extend recent insights and calls by exploring the 
interplay between the collective and organizational identity levels, and the processes 
that lead to an altered interplay between the two over time.
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THE ISSUE
The consumption of alcohol is an ingrained part of many European cultures and has 
been for centuries, and in some western European countries, beer was once preferred to 
water. While alcohol has played a significant role in society during holidays, 
celebrations, and other social events, the consumption of alcohol comes with a dark 
side as some people abuse the product in ways that are not considered appropriate by 
the broader public. Previously, alcohol abuse was primarily considered to be the 
problem of the state and of the individual. However, with the recent focus on 
preventive action and health threats consistent with the ‘new public health movement’, 
the tendency is to understand ‘alcohol-related harm’ on a broader scale instead of 
solely focusing on an insignificant number of alcoholics (Andersen and Baumberg 
2006). Albeit the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ is not a new issue, the new element is 
that alcohol companies are increasingly seen to be accountable for the abuse of their 
products. In the brewing industry, the disruption occurred as the industry showed an 
increasingly aggressive side in their fight for market share, in a market that has 
stagnated, e.g., from 2008 to 2010 beer consumption fell 8 percent in Europe (Brewers 
of Europe 2011). Within the brewing industry, the disruption is often portrayed as 
being caused by a public outcry and media attention to one or more companies’ 
opportunistic market driven behavior. The friction occurred as companies’ commercial 
promotions were perceived to stimulate or even encourage an excessive consumption 
of alcohol and other inappropriate behavior among their consumers, thus offending 
certain groups within society. There are a number of examples of such promotions, the 
most controversial being that of ‘alcopops’. An alcopop is a fruit-based drink that 
comes in a range of bright colors with an alcohol content of around 5%, which is 
slightly higher than that of a beer. It was first launched in the UK in the summer of 
1995 but later spread to the rest of the world, as most of the global brewers and alcohol 
companies started manufacturing them. Because of the alcopops, the industry came 
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under assault by the media, parents, and special interest organizations proclaiming that 
alcopops were marketed to young people under the legal drinking age. Consequently, 
there was an increased societal pressure on the industry to change their ways and a 
move towards increased legislation (Anderson and Baumberg 2006). This pressure on 
the industry has its roots in the idea that companies have an ethical responsibility 
towards a wider set of stakeholders in society who are affected by the organization and 
its actions. Accordingly, a very essential part of this pressure is centered on the 
industry’s ethics in relation to commercial communication, a focal point being that 
children and society’s youth must be protected. 
The issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ is linked to the wider change in society of focusing 
on diminishing the influence of health challenges. The use of alcohol was not 
considered to be that problematic 20 or 30 years ago, and expressions such as ‘one for 
the road’ was a legitimate phrase, which implied a cultural acceptance of driving under 
the influence. Since then, the health community has become very prominent in 
establishing clear, scientifically derived boundaries and evidence for or against alcohol 
by providing the research that forms the foundation for a country’s ‘legal drinking 
age’, ‘drink driving limits’, ‘maximum recommended alcohol intake’, and ‘drinking 
during pregnancy’. The health community is both ‘friend and foe’ to the alcohol 
industry, depending on the aim of the research and the findings. At the moment results 
are rather divers, with some stating that absenteeism is the ideal, while others state that 
spirits, wine, and/or beer can actually be healthy in moderate amounts. The health 
community’s (e.g. WHO) arguments and the rhetoric used to campaign against alcohol 
are quite similar to those tactics used against the tobacco industry, which add an extra 
pressure on the alcohol industry. Therefore, many perceive the tobacco industry as the 
‘scare case’ or the ‘worst case scenario’; still, the brewers emphasize that although 
there are obvious parallels, there are very ‘fundamental’ differences:        
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“The industry doesn’t like it, but there are a lot of parallels between alcohol and 
cigarettes—there are also some very significant differences between alcohol and 
cigarettes.  And one of the most, and the biggest difference, is that moderate smoking is 
not good for you, and it’s not good for the people around you, whereas moderate 
drinking is.”  
            (Industry Consultant who has worked within the brewing industry for 30 years)
The fact that there is much disagreement in the research on the effects that alcohol has 
on the human body is important in this regard. The industry emphasizes findings from 
studies that conclude that drinking in moderation is not harmful, and perhaps even 
healthy. The legitimacy of the product is crucial, and as long as drinking in moderation 
has not been proven harmful beyond doubt, the alcohol industry may not truly be 
considered a stigmatized category (Vergne 2012) comparable with the tobacco 
industry. Hence, it is evident that the health community has a prominent and very 
deterministic role in relation to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ and the most solid 
research gets to set the agenda. This research includes medical research on the 
physiological and psychological reactions to alcohol, and social science studies of how 
alcohol affects social relations, e.g., teenage pregnancy, the impact of ‘binge 
drinking9
Summarizing the issue, brewers are now not only obliged not to promote excessive 
drinking, they experience that they are increasingly expected to fight ‘alcohol-related 
harm’ and inappropriate use of their product, e.g., ‘binge drinking’, drunk driving, 
‘underage-drinking’, and ‘alcohol and pregnancy’. In the following section, I elaborate 
on the methods used in this inductive study.
’, and the prevalence of ‘drunk driving’. 
9 To drink excessive amounts of alcohol in short periods of time.
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METHODS
The Carlsberg Group
The Carlsberg Group used to be a local Danish brewery but since 1968, when it 
established its first overseas brewery in Malawi, it has become one of the top four 
global players in the industry, with a presence in 150 markets, operating 85 breweries 
across 46 countries, and employing 41.000 people. Carlsberg have a strong 
philanthropic heritage—the founder, J.C. Jacobsen’s (1811-1887) was very highly 
committed to Danish society and actively gave to the arts and sciences; for example, he 
founded the Natural History Museum of Denmark and established the Carlsberg 
Foundation. The Carlsberg Foundation even inherited the company after his death, and 
today still holds 25 percent of the Carlsberg Group and supports fundamental research 
in Denmark. The Carlsberg Group headquarters in Copenhagen has been working on 
formalizing their global CSR (Corporate Social Responsibility) work since 2008. They 
are formulating and implementing their different CSR focus areas, including areas such 
as consumer issues, marketing communication, and responsible drinking, which deals 
with the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ elaborated in the previous section. 
The case study of the Carlsberg Group took place from the summer of 2010 until the 
fall of 2012, and the collected organizational documents date back to 2007. During the 
course of this study, the Carlsberg Group’s interpretation and action in relation to the 
issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ emerged as a focus. I followed Carlsberg’s 
conceptualization of responsible drinking to investigate organizational actor’s 
interpretations and actions in response to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. The 
concept of responsible drinking is commonly associated with activities aimed at 
preventing ‘alcohol-related harm’ through initiatives to prevent, for example, drunk 
driving, ‘underage-drinking’, and ‘binge drinking’. Responsible drinking is envisioned 
as one of Carlsberg’s key CSR areas and considered to be the prominent CSR area 
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within the brewing (and alcohol) industry. As it became clear early on that the 
organizational actors were coping with the issue both collectively in industry 
associations and by itself as an organization, the following research question was 
selected for inquiry: How does the interplay between the collective and organizational 
level of identity construction shape the organizational responses to the issue of 
‘alcohol-related harm’? 
This research project has been designed as an inductive case study to elaborate on our 
current understanding of an area where we still need to learn more (Yin 2002). The 
issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ challenges the organization’s legitimacy, practices, and 
relationship to its audience. The ‘responsible drinking’ conceptualization was chosen 
as a focal point because of its social relevance and its close ties to the organization’s 
output, beer. At the same time, responsible drinking is a construct representing a 
response, or multiple responses, to an issue and a pressure that operates at different 
levels, that is, inside and outside organizational borders. In this sense, the case of 
‘responsible drinking’ denotes a particularly fruitful case of organizational 
interpretation and response to a significant environmental change, a case in which the 
phenomenon of theoretical interest is manifested to a strong degree and can be readily 
observed (Eisenhardt 1989). However, the selection of the issue and the case should by 
no means be considered random, for which reason I draw on a combination of 
theoretical and purposive sampling. An iterative approach is utilized by travelling back 
and forth between the data, pertinent literature, and the emergent categories to develop 
the theory. This method allows the theory to emerge from the data and leads to a better 
insight into the research field (Glaser and Strauss 1967; Locke 2001; Stake 2005). 
Data Collection and Data Sources
The initial data collection was conducted at the Carlsberg Group headquarters and 
consisted of interviews and the collection of internal documents on CSR, e.g., 
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presentations to the executive committee as well as policy and strategy documents all 
dating from 2007 until 2012. In this data, organizational members’ interpretation and 
actions in relation to the issue arose in relation to the CSR area’s ‘consumer issues’, 
‘marketing communication’, and ‘responsible drinking’. Consequently, observations 
were made in meetings concerning ‘responsible drinking’, and interviews were 
conducted with managers engaged in the headquarters’ project on ‘responsible 
drinking’. This data collection focused on the experiences and challenges that 
managers encountered in relation to the topic. In the analysis, I use data collected at 
headquarters and three of the Carlsberg Group’s markets. I started my data collection 
at headquarters, and through my observations and discussions with people involved in 
the area of responsible drinking, I learned that the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ was 
an issue that many of the local subsidiaries were trying to manage. In collaboration 
with managers from headquarters, the countries UK, Finland, and Poland were selected 
based on their experience with the practice of ‘responsible drinking’, their location 
within Northern and Western Europe, and how they were perceived by headquarter 
specialists. UK and Finland were considered to be frontrunners within the area of 
‘responsible drinking’ and Poland as being at an earlier stage of development. 
In interviews I asked questions in relation to whom and where the initiatives were 
performed and why this was the case as well as whether and how Carlsberg initiatives 
differed from that of other organizations’ initiatives. I also interviewed people from 
industry associations, with half of these interviews being proposed by the company, 
who would also help set them up. The company representatives making the connection 
would then also acknowledge the industry associations’ role in relation to ‘responsible 
drinking’ initiatives, and that they were conforming with other industry members 
within this particular area. An overview of the data collection is provided in table 7.1.
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In the analysis, I focused on finding commonalities in the way that the different units 
within the Carlsberg Group interpret an environmental change and respond to it. The 
organizational data collection was supplemented by data collection on the broader 
industry; this part consisted of documents and interviews with industry actors in each 
of the three countries as well as one regional actor and one global industry actor. 
Data Analysis
Interviews and observation notes were coded using the software Nvivo 9, which helped 
to structure the analysis, and later these were compared to the other forms of data 
material (archival and feedback meetings). I identified instances in which the 
informants related to the collective identity or the organizational identity, that is, 
concepts, actions, and statements that were explicitly related to the investigation, 
elaborations, definition, and communication of organizational and industry definitions. 
I started by coding the data from HQ and then added Finland and later UK and Poland; 
also, I searched for commonalities across the units in order to extract a common 
pattern of interpretation and response to the issue. During this coding, I identified 
relevant terms, concepts, and practices and through this process, categories started to 
emerge and crystallize. Figure 7.1 illustrates the progression of the categorical 
analysis.
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FIGURE 7.1
Progression of the categorical analysis
Subsequently, I explored incidents of discrepancies. Notably, one area required 
attention: Some informants consistently made clear the distinctions between two 
different types of responses, each rooted in distinct interpretations of the same issue, 
while other informants described them as two sides of the same coin and referred to 
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them interchangeably. A data triangulation of interviews, observations, strategy 
documents, and policies helped me identify time as a discriminating factor. Further, it 
became clear that the two types of responses enacted two different identity levels and 
the interplay between the two levels emerged in the second-order codes. Informants 
expressed the view that ‘we are brewers’, a homogeneous group in terms of dealing 
with the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’, therefore ‘we pull together’; on the other 
hand, informants also expressed that the organization is distinctive in terms of its
engagement in society, ‘it is part of who we are’, therefore we take our own actions. 
As the story progresses, the significance and interplay between these levels will be 
revealed as evoking, constraining, and enabling the organizations issue-related 
behavior.
INTERPRETATIONS AND ACTION ON THE ISSUE
The interpretation of the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ has occurred at multiple levels 
(industry, company, and subsidiaries) and at different times across the Carlsberg 
Group. Still, common patterns have been identified, both in terms of interpretations 
and reactions. In general, the issue was understood to have its roots in an ‘unhealthy 
alcohol culture’ in which beer was simply a way to get drunk as this following extract 
illustrates: 
“The way that people treat alcohol, this isn’t everybody it’s just small groups of people 
in X [country], the way that they treat alcohol, there isn’t a respect for it. Longer term, 
I’m not sure that as a category that’s a healthy position to actually be in… because 
you want to change people’s perceptions of alcohol into things that they actually see… 
value in the product as opposed to just value in the effect that the product has on you. 
Because actually, if ultimately you want to try and create great levels of engagement 
with consumers, you want to try to get them to buy premium products, all these things, 
you need an attitude, which is around enjoyment and engagement with products as 
opposed to just seeing simply alcohol as a way to get drunk. Which is what a small 
minority of people in country X see alcohol as, just a way to get drunk and it doesn’t 
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really benefit us long term; if that’s what alcohol is viewed as simply, if that’s its 
role.”                                               
                                                                    (Marketing and Strategy, Country Director)
The interpretation that an ‘unhealthy alcohol culture’ was at the root of the problem 
was a rather unanimous interpretation across the interviews. Hence, the industry and 
the organizations within it had to find a way to continue with their practice but at the 
same time acknowledge the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ and show a commitment to 
change what the broader population consider to be a problematic ‘alcohol culture’.
Carlsberg’s engagement in the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ has been categorized 
into two waves; each is distinctive in terms of interpretation of the issue present in the 
organization and its actions. The first wave is primarily dominated by a more collective 
industry framing and response, and the second wave is dominated by a more 
organization-centric understanding and response. Table 7.2 presents an overview of the 
issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. The table gives an compatible overview of the two 
waves in terms of interpretation of the issue, events, actions taken, key actors at play, 
interplay between identity levels and the time periods in which they have dominated. 
Subsequently, the first wave of the response centers around the industry’s own 
behavior and on keeping some ‘strings’ on the members’ profit driven and sometimes 
offensive efforts, which were considered to be causing the outcry from society. The 
first wave of response is led by the belief that the industry can maintain its commercial 
platform as an industry if legislation and taxation is kept at a minimum. The second 
wave of response is related to the actual attributes of the product beer and whether the 
product is damaging to the health of consumers. Hence, there is a clear movement in 
the way the organizational members interpret and conceptualize the issue from 
focusing on the category as a whole to differentiating the organizational response 
within the industry. Analysis showed that although the two waves overlap and may 
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even to some degree coexist today within the organization, the dominant mode of 
interpretation has shifted from the first to the second wave. 
Figure 7.2 presents model of the development of the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ in 
terms of interpretations and actions; a first and a second wave of response to this 
perceived threat has been observed. This model (figure 7.2) represents a visual 
illustration of the waves outlined in table 7.2 both of which be extended further in the 
following sections. 
TABLE 7.2
Overview of the Issue of ‘Alcohol-Related Harm’ (A)11
Phases First wave Second wave
Interpretations  Issue A is an issue that involves 
Marketing practitioners and their 
practices.
A is peripheral to the ‘core’ 
purpose of the organization. 
 Issue is interpreted through the lens 
of the collective. 
 Issue A is an issue that is inherent in 
the product—its alcohol content.
A is a threat to the ‘core’ 
organizational purpose of the 
organization.
 Issue is interpreted through the lens of 
the organizational identity. 
Events Public outcries against provocative 
commercial activities (e.g., 
‘alcopops’). 
 Increased governmental 
interference through legislation and 
taxation (following new public 
health movement, e.g., European 
Commission and WHO 
recommendations 2001/2002). 
 Issue spread to a wider organizational 
context (e.g., country CEO meeting and 
the marketing agenda).
 Included in promotional activities at 
major European soccer event (EURO 
2012).
Actions Self-regulation via industry 
associations. 
Organizational adaptions of 
marketing communication policies 
(e.g., the formulation of a 
Carlsberg Group policy, guidelines, 
and tutorials for organizational 
members).
Formation of new types of industry 
level organizations focused single-
handedly on the issue via research, 
consumer information, and ‘education’. 
Organizational ‘responsible drinking’ 
messages and initiatives (e.g., HQ 
responsible drinking project, new low 
alcohol products, the encouragement of 
moderate consumption). 
11 The table is inspired by Dutton and Dukerich (1991:529).
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Key actors Owners: Industry Associations and 
organizational members within 
Public Affairs and Corporate Social 
Responsibility. 
Audience: lawmakers and 
marketing practitioners.
Owners: Industry Associations and 
organizational members within top 
management, Public Affairs, Corporate 
Social Responsibility, and Marketing.
Audience: Lawmakers, consumers and 
other members within society (e.g., 
parents and teaches). 
Interplay 
between 
Organizational 
and Collective 
identity levels 
 Identity claims of conformity in 
relation to issue A construct the 
collective identity of the beer 
category and shield the 
organizations from an industry 
wide threat (homogeneity). 
The construction of a collective 
identity shields the organizations from 
an industry wide threat (homogeneity).
The construction of a response that is 
distinct and aligned with dominant 
organizational identity claims 
(heterogeneity). 
Time periods12 Headquarters: (200313
UK: 1995-2003.
Poland: 2001 – today.  
) 2007-2010.
Finland: N/A (Finland has very 
strict legislation and less room for 
self-regulation; still the first wave 
might have occurred already in 
connection with the Finish 
prohibition from 1919 to 1932).
Headquarters: 2010 – today. 
UK: 2003 – today. 
Poland: N/A. 
Finland: 2005 – today. 
12 The time periods show when and where the two waves dominated—data show that HQ and UK have moved 
from the first to the second wave, whereas Poland is still in the first wave and Finland in the second. 
13 Self-regulation guideline from Brewers of Europe (2003).
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The First Wave of Interpretation and Response – Compliance 
When the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ first emerged within the European brewing 
industry, the first to take notice of this change was the industry community consisting 
of people from brewers associations and corporate public affairs people:
“… in recent years European institutions – in particular the European Commission 
and the World Health Organisation have expressed concerns that commercial 
communications, and specifically advertising for alcoholic drinks, may encourage 
young people below the legal drinking age to drink, sometimes to excess. The alcoholic 
drinks industry has been challenged to demonstrate that self-regulation can and does 
work effectively to protect young people, particularly in the light of the Council 
[European Council] Recommendation on the Drinking of Alcohol by Children and 
Adolescents.” 
                                                                                               (Brewers of Europe14 2003)
As this extract from the ‘Responsible Communication Guideline for the Brewing 
Industry’ from Brewers of Europe demonstrate, the industry’s own marketing 
communications was considered to be the main cause for the increased scrutiny of the 
brewers. The first wave of interpretation is centered on the organization’s own 
responsibility for marketing communications, perceived by the greater public as 
inappropriate and therefore causing legislators to set jurisdictive boundaries. The 
brewers considered these boundaries to be overly harsh and ineffective in fighting the 
issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. As one informant put it: ‘… there are no research 
studies that indicate that alcohol consumption will drop if commercial activity is 
regulated… there are no research studies that show a connection between advertising 
and misuse’ (Headquarter Communication Manager). 
At the Collective Level. As a response to the increased legislation, the industry began 
to move towards collective efforts via industry associations but also in new industry 
collectives, such as the UK based Portman Group, which focus exclusively on the 
14 ‘Brewers of Europe’ is the central European industry association.
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social responsibility of alcohol producers, thus bringing different parts of the alcohol 
industry together. In 1996 Portman Group launched the ‘Code of Practice on the 
Naming, Packaging and Merchandising of Alcoholic Drinks’ in response to the public 
outcry against ‘alcopops’. In 2003 ‘Brewers of Europe’ followed with their guidelines 
for marketing communications, and other local industry associations have since 
followed, e.g., the Polish industry in 2005. The purpose of these codes and guidelines 
is to enact ‘self-legislation’—put restrictions on the marketing communications so that 
the ‘short-term profit seeking’ does not damage the long-term health of the industry 
and jeopardize the beer category’s ‘commercial platform’. The immediate aim is to 
show that the industry, as a collective, is committed to restraining their own behavior 
and to show that they can be more effective than legislation. These guidelines are used 
directly in the companies or translated into an organizational policy and/or guidelines. 
The interviewee’s retrospective accounts in connection with the initial part of the first 
wave, as well as the archival documents, showed that the first wave response was 
predominantly ‘owned by a collective industry’. It functioned as a coercive pressure 
that was to some extent integrated into marketing practices, while the actual content of 
the guidelines or code was open to local interpretation. The local Carlsberg branches 
often had key organizational members from the legal or CSR departments work as 
organizational ‘translators’ to check promotional material up against the ‘the code’ 
before being launched; ostensibly, only in the instances where marketers experience 
that there could be a potential breach of the code. 
At the Organizational Level. The interpretation around the first wave seems to have 
been fairly limited at the outset; however, some organizational members did recognize 
that Carlsberg’s commercial activities also contributed to the initial assault on the 
industry. During observations (in 2010), I followed discussions that handled the 
potentially problematic commercials and products that might contribute to engendering 
a negative image of the company, and organizational actors were actively engaging in 
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a change of company marketing practices. There was a concrete case of a product 
launch where the accompanying marketing material was changed because it was
thought to encourage excessive drinking among young people. The broad 
organizational interpretation of the issue in the first wave is illustrated in this citation: 
“I get the impression that all the brewers kind of make all these responsible drinking 
messages and all that sort of thing because they almost feel like if they don’t, then the 
alternative could be worse.  You might suddenly find that advertising is completely 
restricted; so it’s almost like, let’s do this so that we can at least safeguard our ability 
to talk to the consumers.”
               (Country manager of product brand 2011) 
This first wave interpretation of the issue made way for the Marketing Communication 
Policy and Guideline in 2009—an organizational effort to self-regulate, drawing 
heavily on guidelines developed by industry associations such as Brewers of Europe. 
Before then, the local organizations either did not have a marketing policy or adhered 
to local industry policies or media regulations. The application and use of a marketing 
policy was clearly linked to, or sparked by, incidents similar to that of the UK 
‘alcopop’ mentioned earlier, or inappropriate commercials causing a public outcry 
against brewers and/or the alcohol industry overall.  In the first wave, organizational 
actions are local adaptions of a collective industry response to the issue. 
The Second Wave of Interpretation and Response – Moving Beyond Compliance 
The second wave includes an interpretation of the issue that is more closely related to 
the actual attributes of the product and the possible health challenges that the product 
may induce—a threat to the core. This indicates that from the first to the second wave, 
there is a shift in focus from being a question of ill-behaved marketing practitioners 
and ‘self-legislation’, to the problematic attributes of the product beer, specifically, its 
alcohol content. The organizational members who notice the challenge, experience 
what Hudson and Okhuysen (2009) mention as a ‘disapproval of core attributes’: 
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“We [brewers] experience more often that governments are concerned with the ‘dark’ 
side of the product. Responsible Drinking is a way in which we can enforce the positive 
side and minimize the ‘dark’ side.” (Manager within 
Global Sales Marketing and Innovation) 
As this citation indicates, there is a shared belief that engagement in responsible 
drinking is one way to improve the image of the beer category and put focus on the 
products positive attributes. As the problem started to be linked to the product, it 
became more relevant for the people within marketing, who dominate the interaction 
with the organizational audience. They started to notice the disapproval of one of the 
product’s core attributes—its alcohol content. This is an altered interpretation in which 
the reputational risk associated with ‘alcohol-related harm’ is linked to a larger image-
related problem within the beer category. Consequently, the issue is dealt with through 
the conceptualization of ‘responsible drinking’ practices, but this only forms one part 
of a greater plan to alter the image of beer and the beer industry:
“I fundamentally believe that it is commercially in the interests of the industry to 
encourage people to drink responsibly because, actually irresponsible behavior makes 
the whole alcohol category, and courses within the category, unattractive to the 
broader range of people that we want to attract to enjoy products responsibly. So 
people don’t want to go into pubs if they think they’re going to be full of drunks, they 
don’t want to go out... if they think that they’re going to get into a fight, or people are 
going to be sick, that’s actually something I won’t want to do, I will stay at home.  And 
so we want to make sure that drinking is a pleasant experience, which is why it’s
important to encourage people to drink responsibly […] I think one of the key things is 
that every part of the industry potentially can be involved with causing problems, and 
every part of the industry needs to play its part in sorting it out.  And we need to work 
together on that.”
                            (Industry Consultant within ‘Responsible Drinking’ 2011)
This citation shows how the problem of ‘alcohol-related harm’ is interpreted as a 
shared issue that damages the industry overall; hence, the interpretation that it should 
be dealt with collectively.  Still, within the industry there are both organizational and 
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collective responses and, as the following extract shows, the latter is understood to be 
the most effective strategy: 
“One of the problems that the industry has had is that there is almost too many 
messages going out to too many stakeholders, that actually there isn’t a coordinated 
structured approach to the messages that you are trying to give to people, in terms of 
members of the public. So actually, we would much prefer to put our time and effort 
behind things like x charity [industry funded charity], than just go off and do our own 
thing, targeting something completely differently and then x [company] go and do a 
different message and then y [company] go and do a different message. […] As 
communication specialists we know, the best thing normally is to have focused 
messages that are consistently repeated. So that’s why we support, or most of our 
investment and time goes into, schemes that are already in existence that pull together 
the industry; we think that’s the most effective way of doing it.”   
                                                                      (Country Director, Marketing and Strategy)
The extract also shows that the interpretation of collectivity has its roots in a focus on 
effectiveness, that is, that the brewers face a common challenge and that they will have 
greater power as a united category. The interpretation is not merely that the issue 
should be dealt with through regular lobbying activities aimed at policymakers; 
instead, the industry is uniting beyond the industry associations and combining their 
individual strengths to channel a consistent response(s) to the current challenges.
At the Collective Level. The second wave of interpretation and response is 
characterized by a broader range of responses that also included (or tried to 
accommodate) the organizational need for distinction. On a local level, common 
initiatives included putting ‘official’ labels on alcoholic beverages, informing 
consumers about where they could find information on drinking in moderation etc., 
and the development of sites to ‘educate’ the public about the consumption of alcohol, 
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which was made by industry associations or an industry funded charity, i.e., 
‘Drinkaware’15. Examples of labels are included in Figure 7.3.
FIGURE 7.3
Examples of labels
            
Pictures: (left) from a UK beer label and (right) a label from Finland that 
translate to: ‘with moderation’ (new from the spring of 2012). Both labels 
refer to online ‘educational’ sites where consumers can learn about 
drinking in moderation.
Informants tended to emphasize that labeling was a voluntary effort made as a 
collective industry, although in at least two instances, they were introduced as the local 
government started to debate putting government ‘warning labels’ on packaging:
“I’m happy that we are proactive for once. We are ahead of her [the minister of 
health]; we haven’t launched it yet, it’s not public that we’re doing it, so I hope that 
we will come out with it in the next spring when she’s a bit further with her [the 
minister of health] job and coming up with this picture for the label and then we say: 
‘hey, look, we’re going to put all this information here’.”
                                                              (CEO of local brewery association)
The practice of labeling has become diffused throughout the tobacco industry, where it 
was legally enforced in some European countries such as Denmark in 2003, as well as 
15 Drinkaware is said to be an independent trust; its trustees consist of people from the industry 
(including retailers), independent, and doctors from the health profession. All funding comes from the 
industry.  
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the alcohol industry, where it is increasingly used as a tool. The collective industry 
self-labeling tool is preferred to the government-led process where the industry has no 
control. If the industry is ahead of the legislators, they might avoid ‘hard laws’. 
Another collective industry response was the establishment of ‘The European 
Foundation for Alcohol Research’ in 2003, which is a medical advisory group. 
Through ‘The European Foundation for Alcohol Research’, Brewers of Europe and the 
four major European brewers (including Carlsberg) are able to fund research that deal 
with the implications of alcohol. Still, the organization is said to be ‘completely 
independent from the brewing sector’ (Member of the ‘European Foundation for 
Alcohol Research’ Board of Directors 2011), a statement that is grounded in the setup 
of the organization in which industry members hold a minority of the seats on the 
board of trustees while the advisory board only consists of experts such as doctors. 
This initiative serves as a way for the industry to gain some level of control with the 
research agenda. In the end, this could determine whether the beer category becomes 
stigmatized (Vergne 2012) like the tobacco industry.
On a global level, The Global Brewers’ Initiative (GBI) was formed in 2010 as an 
informal network led by ABInBev, Carlsberg, Heineken, and SABMiller—the four 
largest global brewers—to lead and communicate on the social initiatives of brewers. 
Moreover, GBI was formed to enhance the reputation of beer and brewers in general, 
and not just in relation to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. The interpretation within 
the industry appears to be that this issue is too big for any of the brewers to tackle 
individually; thus, they are pooling their efforts in an area where they believe that it 
will benefit them all in the long term. My field observation shows that GBI has its 
roots in the second wave of interpretation and has a focus on improving the image of 
the beer product. The four global brewers simultaneously also commit to working with 
this challenge individually in their own way. 
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At the Organizational Level. At the Carlsberg Group’s headquarters, the more 
distinctive second wave response was conceptualized in a ‘Responsible Drinking’ 
project, which was part of a larger project on the improvement of the image of beer. 
Overall, the shift to the second wave includes a change in focus to the product, which 
entails the issue taking a new form that is considered as a threat to the core 
organizational purpose. As noted earlier, Carlsberg have a strong philanthropic 
heritage16, and it is very present in the organizational members’ descriptions of ‘who 
we are and what we do’ as an organization. Furthermore, it was often mentioned in 
interviews as a reason to why it was important for the organization to engage with the 
issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’.
I saw the shift to the second wave of interpretation happen at the Carlsberg Group, as 
some organizational members started to interpret the issue as an area of distinction and 
not just a question of following industry rules and regulations to avoid risks. In one of 
the subsidiaries, one informant put it like this:
“I think they [industry association] should do the core things like legislative lobbying
and campaign against inappropriate drinking behavior; I think they should 
concentrate on that and we [brewers] should do active things that really relate to the 
business but communicate the same thing.”
          (Country Communication and CSR manager)
This extract represents the organizational member’s distinction between the collective 
and organizational actions in the second wave interpretation; if it relates to the business 
‘who we are’ and ‘what we do’ as an organization, then the company should be the one 
16 In the Finish subsidiary, the original Finish company heritage was important to the local management. 
Carlsberg Group took over the entire company in 1999, but before then, it was a family owned brewery with 
its own philanthropic heritage. As one of the only companies this company has kept its original name 
‘Sinebrychoff’.    
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to conceptualize it. Meaning if the organizational actors observe a potential link 
between the issue response and the organization, beer category, or product brand, then 
the organization should pursue it as a commercial or reputational opportunity. The 
organizational interpretation and action is focused on the product attributes and very 
concretely on seizing opportunities for distinction rather than focusing on the 
potentially harmful effects of beer. The organization-led actions included the launch of 
the alcohol-free product ’BEO’ as an alternative to soft drinks, cider, and beer; the 
provision of a wide range of specialty beers (craft beer) to get people to value the 
product rather than its effects; and a beer and food program intended to change the 
occasion for beer consumption from being about drinking to get drunk, to being a more 
profound occasion of enjoyment. In the Finish subsidiary, they created recipes and 
paired them with a particular beer brand such as Mexican food with a Mexican beer 
from their portfolio. This actually meant that the company could get a better placement 
for its product in-store, positioned next to the Mexican food, which is quite an 
achievement in a heavily regulated market.  
When the focus is on product attributes and improving the image of the beer category, 
it seems to prompt an organizational response, whereas the more difficult issues of the 
negative impact of the product are dealt with as a collective. The citation below 
illustrates how the organization members rationalize this: 
“I think that making a campaign like ‘drunk, you’re a fool’ where there are no brands 
in it but it just shows bad behavior and it’s trying to get people to think, and [pointing 
to ‘beer and food material] here the thing is that when you talk about food and beer 
you can bring your own products. We want very much to do these things ourselves.”                 
          (Country Communication and CSR manager)
This illustrates that there are instances when the response can be linked to the 
construction of organizational or product distinction. This was particularly relevant in 
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situations where there were few or no experienced dangers in differentiating the 
organization or the product. When dealing with the more difficult issues, however, the 
industry collectives are uniting to deal with initiatives such as ‘the educational 
obligation’—to give information on the potentially harmful effects of alcohol. In 
relation to the education on alcohol, the common and formal interpretation is that the 
brewers themselves are not experts on the topic. Therefore, educational initiatives 
should be mediated through industry associations or directly through health experts, 
such as ‘Drinkaware’ (mentioned earlier), which are funded by the collective industry. 
Summing up the interpretations and responses, the shift from the first to the second 
wave occurred because of two correlated elements: Firstly, the actors experienced an 
increased demand from lawmakers locally and in the EU, as well as global special 
interest organizations such as the WHO, for greater regulation and a higher taxation of 
alcohol to tackle the problem of ‘alcohol-related harm’. Secondly, the organizational 
members expressed that there was a limit as to what can be shared within the collective 
(identity) industry. When the threat was considered to be partly alleviated by the 
collective shield, the organizational members turned their attention to organizational 
levels and to seizing the potential opportunities for distinction. Consequently, they 
initiated organizational responses to create a visible and recognizable profile within the 
industry.  Finally, during the first wave, the threat was considered to be peripheral, that 
is, the problem was considered to be a group of employees who were a little too eager 
to sell the product and therefore needed some boundaries. The shift occurred as a new 
interpretation entered the organization by way of public affairs managers, who are 
closer to the political system, and newly employed managers from leading industries 
(alcohol producers), who are frontrunners in tackling this issue. 
117
THE INTERPLAY BETWEEN COLLECTIVE AND ORGANIZATIONAL 
IDENTITIES
The story of the Carlsberg Group’s enactment of the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ is 
still unfolding today. The story unfolds at multiple levels even now, and therefore the 
present analysis allowed me to identify and build on the important themes that 
emerged in this particular setting. As the industry was faced with the issue of ‘alcohol-
related harm’, it became clear that how they understood the problem was very closely 
linked to identity—the understanding of what members within the industry shared (the 
collective level) and what elements where considered to be organizationally distinct
(the organizational level). Therefore, the remaining part of the article will outline the 
interplay between the collective and the organizational level of analysis that shaped the 
organizational response to the issue. 
The Collective Identity Claims – ‘What We Do’
Carlsberg identity construction in relation to the issue operated at different levels, and 
both organizational and collective identity claims (Wry, Lounsbury, and Glynn 2011) 
were present in the organizational and managerial accounts. As the pressure from 
society intensified, the brewers worked more closely together to construct a collective 
industry identity with one united front on the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. Hence, 
the collective identity claims became the one that many informants would draw on in 
relation to defining who they were as brewers and what they did collectively to fight 
the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. The collective identity is particularly emphasized 
in relation to the negative aspects of the organization’s product, which was gaining 
disapproval (from the public)—an attribute that all the industry members shared and 
that severely challenged the identity of ‘what we do’ as an organization and as a 
collective industry. This observation is in line with the work of Ashfort and Mael 
(1989), who argued that at the individual level, social identification is a perception of 
118
unity and of a shared destiny. The observation from the current research reflects this 
pattern at the organizational and collective industry level. Many of the organizational 
actors would even refer to themselves as ‘brewers’ and elaborate on the challenge of 
the issue as something that the industry had to deal with as a united front.  The 
collective identity is significant for the organization because the collective identity 
claims shield the member organizations from an industry wide threat.    
The industry deals with risk as a collective— when the industry stands united, all the 
organizations are ‘in the same boat’ and will suffer the same losses for following the 
same guidelines as well as for living up to society’s ethical standards. This also means 
that the negative effects of the product are dealt in such a way so that they are not 
linked to the organization or its branded products. The collective has a greater voice –
in relation to legislators and other stakeholders: ‘If we do it alone, it will not have the 
same effect as if we stand united’. The assumption is that all industry members have to 
live up to the codes and guidelines in order to safeguard the industry’s ‘commercial 
platform’. Further, the brewers unite to communicate how much they contribute to 
society as a collective, for example, through investments in the local community and 
financially. Finally, The collective effectively engages in transformative action—
through  alcohol research and ‘education’, the industry is collectively trying to change 
the way that audiences perceive their products, i.e., by promoting the healthy aspects 
of beer that have been found in research. At the same time, the industry funds 
educational material on ‘drinking in moderation’ and provides material for parents and 
teachers on how to discuss alcohol with teenagers. Hence, making a social impact and 
ensuring that consumers are ‘taught’ to enjoy the product and consume it in a sensible 
manner, for example, drinking one beer everyday rather than 10 on a Saturday.
The collective identity level forms a shield around the organizations within the 
industry, ultimately allowing the organizations to maintain their commercial platform. 
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The collective initiatives were perceived as a way to shield the ‘commercial freedom’ 
or the ‘right to communicate’ to consumers about the products and the attributes that 
distinguish one organization’s products from other beer products (and organizations). 
Hence, the collective identity level was very important to the organizational 
informants, notably, in relation to dealing with the issue as a ‘threat’. The 
organizational identity claims were, on the contrary, much more focused on aligning 
issue responses with dominant organization’s identity claims and its output, i.e., brands 
and products.  
As noted earlier, in the mid 00’s, the beer and alcohol category experienced an 
increased pressure as the spread of the ‘new public health movement’ led to tighter 
legislation and higher taxation on alcohol. The organizational actors seem to be 
particularly influenced by the developments in associated categories, notably tobacco, 
and many of the informants are preoccupied and deliberately trying to avoid the same 
kind of disapproval and stigmatization from which the tobacco industry has suffered; 
as one informant noted: ‘we try to learn from their mistakes’. My observations suggest 
that the shift in interpretation occurred because of increased pressure from the health 
agenda, which altered the perception of the issue so that it came to be perceived as a 
threat to the core organizational character because of the direct link to the product 
attributes. The common understanding was that governments had become preoccupied 
with the ‘dark sides of the product’—its potentially harmful effects. As the threat 
shifted to being product-centric, organizational members began to question the ‘shared 
fate’ of the collective industry. The focus of attention moved to distinguishing the 
organization and its products within the industry.
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The Importance of Organizational Identity Claims – ‘Who We Are’ 
Despite the informants’ focus on expanding or strengthening collective identities to 
shield the organization, they would also interpret the issue in relation to organizational 
characteristics that were seen to be central, distinctive, and enduring (Albert and 
Whetten 1985). Consequently, organizational actors would claim that both collective 
industry initiatives and organizational initiatives were consistent with the 
organizational identity. This consistency was especially evident in relation to areas that 
were interpreted as ‘opportunities’ to create a favorable profile within the industry. 
This quest reflected the question of ‘who we are’ and ‘who we want to be’, which 
frequently came up during discussions. The alignment of the response to the issue with 
other organizational identity claims was considered central. It had to make ‘sense’ 
within the organizational realm, otherwise initiatives would be carried out elsewhere 
and would not be considered to be part of ‘what we do’ as an organization:“…our 
expertise is not education ultimately; we are better off funding the people that are 
experts in how you educate…” (Country Marketing and Strategy Manager). I found 
that the organizational responses or even the ‘choice’ of supporting the collective 
responses would consistently be linked to ‘who we are’ as an organizational entity, in 
terms of the following four organizational identity categories. Which all except for one 
resembles the traditional Albert and Whetten (1985) identity criteria: Central, 
consistency, enduring (societal heritage), and organization’s position in the industry.
Firstly, as the issue was closely related to the most central attribute of the organization 
its product —beer. The organizational response during the second wave were thought 
to be linked as closely to the product as possible, e.g., the launch of the alcohol-free 
alternative to beer, BEO; a ‘beer and food’ program to encourage moderate 
consumption; and providing a wide assortment of quality specialty beers that would 
encourage ‘enjoyment’ rather than ‘binge drinking’. Secondly, organizational members 
focused strongly on creating at response that was consistent with dominant 
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organizational identity claims specifically that ‘this is a short-term business driven 
organization’. Hence they would seek out practices and ways of managing the issue 
that was consistent with this identity claim. It also meant that if certain practices 
performed in relation to the issue did not fit with the identity claims as ‘marketers’, it 
was required to be handled elsewhere (i.e. in industry collaboration). Alternatively, the 
issue had to be reframed to fit the organization’s identity claims and contribute to the 
continued construction of a distinctive and visible profile, which occurred during in the 
second wave. Thirdly, the enduring societal heritage was important to the 
organizational members, Carlsberg and many of its acquired breweries have a strong 
local connection and have a philanthropic heritage that is very present in the way that 
the issue was interpreted by organizational members, e.g., ‘we have a history of giving 
back to society’ and ‘it is part of our DNA’ and this company history would often be a 
central arguments as for why an organizational response to the issue was necessary. 
Finally, many informants argued that the organizations position in industry –the size 
of the organization and its market position meant that they had to be front-runners and 
show ‘good character’, and that this also had an impact on the role they would play in 
collective efforts. Informants would give examples of how this influence came across, 
for example, one of the local companies had been the ‘owner of an idea’ that was later 
diffused across the industry. This created closer ties and ‘ownership’ of industry 
initiatives. Consequently, industry initiatives would in some instances be referred to as 
if they were initiatives that the organization had performed on its own, perhaps even as 
if the industry association was an ‘in house’ organizational department. 
There is a level of performativity in the aforementioned organizational identity 
categories – the role in which an organization, and its members, casts itself defines 
how and why a response to an issue should be made. Consequently, if the organization 
sees itself as having exclusively the role of a producer and a marketer of beer, then an 
organizational response might not be an option; whereas, if the organization perceives 
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itself as having a social aspect as an enduring character, an organizational response 
would simply reaffirm that character trait.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
In this paper, I have explored how the interplay between collective and organizational 
identities influences organizational responses to a perceived threat in the institutional 
environment. In this case study, interpretations of the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ 
occurred in two different waves. The first interpretations and responses focused on 
self-regulation and on ensuring that organizations within the industry did not enhance 
or inflame the issue further. This response was primarily driven by a participation in 
collective identity construction and might to some extent have been close to the 
legislators; however, it was rather disconnected (peripheral) from the organization. 
Furthermore, it did form a shield that allowed the organization to continue its practices 
with only marginal interference. The second wave included an interpretation of the 
issue that was closer to the product and its core attributes; consequently, organizational 
interpretations were centered on seizing opportunities for differentiation. In the second 
wave, the new product-centric interpretation lead to a distinction between different 
types of responses so that the negative effects of the products were dealt with as a 
collective industry, i.e., any ‘education’ on moderate drinking was handled in the 
industry association in order to ensure that the ‘dark sides’ of the product were in no 
way directly linked to the organization or its products.
The findings from this study showed how organizational identities are contextualized 
within collective identities and that the interplay between these shift over time and in 
response to a perceived threat. The case study of the Carlsberg Group and their 
response to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ suggests that collective identities matter 
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significantly in a situation where an industry is threatened. This study further suggests 
that collective identities are significant because the industry deals with risks (or 
threats) as a collective; this level shields the organizations within the industry by 
tackling the ‘dark sides’ of the product beer. Lastly, all industry members share the 
same core problematic identity attribute that is causing the increased scrutiny, which 
severely challenges their operation.
The response depends on the organizational actors’ perception of the organizations 
role, specifically, how the response is perceived in relation to its heritage; how
consistent the response is with other identity claims; how the response frames that 
which is central (e.g., the product or service); and finally, how the response fits the 
organization’s position in the industry. Thus, this study shows that organizational 
responses depend on how organizational actors understand the relationship between the 
threat and their claimed organizational identities (in relation to heritage, consistency, 
centrality, and position), and whether the issue is portrayed as being a threat to the 
periphery or the core organizational attributes.
A few studies have explored the link between collective and organizational identities 
by highlighting the institutionally embedded nature of organizational identities 
(Battilana and Dorado 2010; Glynn and Abzug 2002; Glynn and Navis 2011). This 
paper contributes to this line of research by stressing that organizations in industries 
under pressure may seek to enhance collective identities in areas that they consider to 
be negative, peripheral, or unrelated to how they perceive themselves and their central 
operation; hence, this would lead to a higher level of isomorphism (DiMaggio and
Powell 1983) within the industry. Perhaps a future study could elaborate on whether 
this isomorphism only influences one isolated area (e.g., CSR) or whether it would 
influence the entire operation of an industry. Further, this study contributes to our 
understanding of the interplay between the two levels of identity, particularly by 
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illustrating how it unfolds over time. The fact that the organizational response(s) were 
traced across time also illustrates that responses may develop and change, and thus 
answers the call made by Greenwood et al. (2011) for more temporal approaches to the 
study of organizational responses. It would be interesting to see other studies that 
unpack this temporal dimension further, perhaps by following an industry and (or) its 
organizations over a longer time period to explore what triggers these shifts in focus 
between the two levels of identity.   
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ABSTRACT
How do organizations manage multiple logics in response to institutional 
complexity? In this paper, we explore how intra-organizational problems related 
to multiple logics may be addressed via the mechanism of institutional 
bricolage—where actors inside an organization act as ‘bricoleurs’ to creatively 
combine elements from different logics into newly designed artifacts. An
illustrative case study of a global brewery group’s development of such an 
artifact – a Responsible Drinking Guide Book, is outlined. We argue that intra-
organizational institutional bricolage first requires the problematization of 
organizational identity followed by a social process involving efforts to re-
negotiate the organization’s identity in relation to the logics being integrated. We 
show that in response to growing pressures to be more “responsible”, a group of 
organizational actors creatively tinkered with and combined elements from social 
responsibility and market logics by drawing upon extant organizational resources 
from different times and spaces in an effort to reconstitute their collective 
organizational identity. 
Over the past decade, research on institutional logics and complexity has exploded 
(e.g. Thornton & Ocasio, 1999, 2008; Lounsbury, 2007; Greenwood, et al. 2011; 
Thornton, Ocasio & Lounsbury, 2012). The institutional logics perspective allows for a 
much needed integration of the top-down effects of institutional logics with the 
bottom-up effects of situational features within individual organizations (Ocasio, 2011; 
Thornton et al 2012). As such, and unlike institutional theory’s mainline focus on 
stability and isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 2008), the institutional 
logics perspective provides new theoretical leverage to understand and explain 
variation across different organizations. Further, both local situational factors and 
wider institutional pressures and influences are combined to explain the reproduction 
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and transformation of organizational structures (Thornton et al 2012:101). Despite 
these developments, research on institutional logics is still in the early stages, and there 
many open questions and opportunities for scholarly development remain. One such 
opportunity is the study of intra-organizational dynamics, especially under conditions 
of institutional complexity where organizations are exposed to pressures from multiple 
institutional logics.  
The institutional logics perspective provides theory and method for understanding the 
institutional influences emanating from societal-level institutional orders that shape the 
action and interactions of organizations and individuals (Thornton, Jones, & Kury, 
2005; Thornton & Ocasio, 2008). Institutional logics embody supraorganizational 
patterns of activity (Friedland & Alford, 1991) - belief systems and material practices 
that represent particular worldviews, valuable ends, and the appropriate means to 
achieve these ends.  Early research on institutional logics focused on shifts in logics 
and its consequences (e.g. Christensen & Molin, 1995; Thornton & Ocasio, 1999). 
More recently, as attention has shifted to understanding how organizations engage 
more pluralistic environments (e.g. Kraatz & Block 2008), scholars have begun to 
focus on the interactions between and mixing of institutional logics—logics in action.
For instance, Glynn and Lounsbury (2005) studied how the Atlanta Symphony 
Orchestra tried to increase attendance rates by blending their traditional aesthetic logic 
with a market logic when faced with growing resource constraints and a musicians’ 
strike.  Reay and Hinings (2009) investigated how a multiplicity of logics persisted and 
proposed that the interaction between logics is managed through collaborative 
relationships between field level actors. Battilana and Dorado (2010) explored how 
microfinance organizations aimed to hybridize development and banking logics in a 
way that created balance between the logics.
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Yet, we still know relatively little about the intraorganizational dynamics involved in 
managing multiple institutional logics and how logics get blended as an outcome of an 
organization’s response to institutional complexity (Greenwood et al, 2011; Pache and
Santos, 2010). There have been several recent efforts to theorize these issues, setting 
the stage for systematic empirical inquiry.  Greenwood et. al. (2011) provide a 
theoretical model to guide such analysis, and Pache and Santos (2010) elaborate on 
Oliver’s (1991) theoretical typology to propose a general model of responses to 
conflicting institutional demands – provocatively suggesting that organizations respond 
to competing logics by selectively hybridizing logics in some practices but not others. 
This attention to the level of practice inside organizations is also focalized by 
Thornton, Ocasio and Lounsbury (2012: 133-141). They outline an institutional logics 
approach to the dynamics of practices and identities in organizations that explores both 
the internal and external aspects of organizational behavior and practice (see also 
Jarzabkowski, 2005; Lounsbury, 2001; Lounsbury & Crumley, 2007; Smets et al., 
2012; Smets and Jarzabkowski, forthcoming).
We seek to extend these insights and calls by exploring how conflict between multiple 
logics may be addressed via the mechanism of bricolage. That is, we argue that when 
institutional complexity creates tangible pressures related to conflicting logics, 
organizational actors may act as ‘bricoleurs’—a form of cultural entrepreneurship 
(Lounsbury and Glynn, 2001) – to creatively combine elements from different logics 
into newly designed artifacts.  This is in line with the more dynamic conceptualization 
of institutional logics (Thornton et. al., 2012: 57-61) that theorizes logics as partially 
autonomous and nearly decomposable—where categorical “Y-axis” elements of logics 
may be mixed to construct new hybrid practices and symbolic systems.  
The concept of bricolage (Lévi-Strauss, 1962/66) has been increasingly adopted by 
researchers within organization studies (Duymedjian and Rüling, 2010; Boxenbaum 
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and Rouleau, 2011), but it is yet to be fully incorporated into the institutional logics 
perspective. The notion of bricolage refers to the way a “bricoleur” builds an artifact 
by using whatever is available, within a restricted environment, to get the job done. 
The “bricoleur” uses the remains and debris of events, fossilized evidence of the 
history of an individual or society, to construct something new—that is, for which the 
individual parts were not originally intended (Levi-Strauss, 1962/66). More recently, 
Baker and Nelson (2005) elaborate on the characteristics of bricolage. Based on their 
broad reading of multidisciplinary literature, they provide an integrative definition of 
bricolage as: “making do by applying combinations of the resources at hand to new 
problems and opportunities” (Baker and Nelson, 2005: 333).  The result of bricolage is 
often a tangible artifact that has a unique configuration of symbolic and material 
properties.
The notion of bricolage is in line with more recent work at the interface of institutions 
and identity (i.e. Rao, Monin and Durand, 2005; Pedersen and Dobbin, 2006; Glynn 
and Abzug, 2002; Glynn, 2008) that emphasizes how organizations tend to be 
constructed by ‘bricks’ that are available in their institutional environment. This stream 
of research focuses on the way in which organizations are constituted by different 
institutionally derived elements or bricks that are then combined by a ‘bricoleur’ to 
create something that is both legitimate within a given institutional field, but at the 
same time can be assembled to foster organizational distinctiveness. For instance, 
Glynn (2008) suggests that organizational identity construction is a process of 
institutional bricolage, where organizational actors incorporate different cultural 
meanings, sentiments, rules and material artifacts into their identity claims and 
displays (Glynn, 2008). 
Building on this line of work, we argue that at the core of institutional bricolage inside 
an organization are efforts to reconstitute an organization’s identity. We illustrate this 
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process through a case in which an organization created an important ‘boundary 
object’ - a flexible artifact that incorporated elements from several interacting social 
worlds (Bechky, 2003; Star and Griesemer, 1989). More specifically, we detail how a
group of organizational actors in the headquarters of a global brewery firm created a 
‘Guidebook’ that reflected a mixing of social responsibility and market logics as well 
as an effort to reconstitute organizational identity. In line with bricolage research on 
the production of novel artifacts, we trace the development of the Guidebook as a 
tangible artifact produced as a result of intra-organizational negotiations regarding the 
two logics and how they relate to the identity of the organization. We argue that intra-
organizational institutional bricolage first requires the problematization of 
organizational identity followed by a social process involving the re-negotiation of an 
organization’s identity related to the logics being integrated. We show that in their 
efforts to reconstitute identity, a group of organizational actors creatively tinkered with 
and combined elements from the social responsibility and market logics, but to do so 
importantly drew upon extant organizational resources from different times and spaces.
We begin by reviewing the literature on bricolage, focusing on its conceptualization 
and use within institutionally-oriented scholarship. Then we explore the associations to 
research on organizational identity construction as well as the links between 
institutional logics and organizational identity. Thereafter, we situate our illustrative 
case study and briefly outline data collection and sources. We then explore the way in 
which conflicting institutional demands are experienced within a large international 
brewery, and describe the process through which a group of organizational actors
within headquarters developed the Guidebook in their aspiration to bridge logics and 
reconstitute identity. We conclude with a discussion of the implications of our research
for future scholarship.
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INSTITUTIONAL BRICOLAGE AND IDENTITY RECONSTITUTION
The concept of bricolage (Lévi-Strauss, 1962/66) has increasingly been adopted by 
researchers within organizational studies (e.g. Duymedjan and Rüliling, 2010; 
Boxenbaum and Rouleau, 2011). It has been applied within at least three areas: 
improvisation and sensemaking (e.g. Weick, 1998), entrepreneurship (e.g. Barker and
Nelson, 2005) and to describe organizational identity construction (e.g. Dobbin and
Strandgaard-Pedersen, 2006; see Duymedjan and Rüliling, 2010 for a thorough review 
of the concept of bricolage within management and organizational studies).  By 
forwarding the notion of institutional bricolage, we mean to focus attention on the 
creation of new assemblages of institutional elements such as those associated with 
logics. The notion of bricolage refers to the way a “bricoleur” constructs an artifact by 
using whatever is available, within a restricted environment, to get the job done. The 
“bricoleur” creatively assembles new things by using the historical remains and debris 
of events or structures (Levi-Strauss, 1962/66). Schneiberg (2007:48) has referred to 
these as flotsam and jetsam – elements of alternative orders and abandoned or partly 
materialized institutional projects. From an institutional perspective, bricolage may be 
conceptualized as a mechanism related to institutional and organizational change 
where solutions to problems involve the recombination of available and accessible 
institutional elements (e.g., logics).  The concept of bricolage is an appealing concept 
to institutionalists because of its innate roots in the idea of historical contingency and 
path dependence, portraying the nature of change and innovation as being evolutionary 
rather than revolutionary since novel artifacts embody remnants from the past 
(Douglas, 1986, 66-68; Borum and Westenholz, 1995; Campbell, 2004, 69; 
Schneiberg, 2007). 
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Over the past decade, bricolage has increasingly been used to describe the construction 
of organizations and organizational identities (Lounsbury and Glynn, 2001; 
Strandgaard-Pedersen and Dobbin, 2006; Glynn, 2008). For instance, several studies 
have examined processes of identity reinterpretation via a kind of temporal bricolage 
(i.e. Gioia and Thomas, 1996; Ravasi and Schultz, 2006; Schultz and Hernes, 2012) 
that links past, present and future identities.  Ravasi and Schultz (2006) illustrated how 
a Danish audiovisual manufacturer, Bang & Olufsen, revisited past cultures in 
response to different external identity threats during three different periods of identity 
reconstruction. Similarly, a recent study by Schultz and Hernes (2012) offers an 
ongoing temporal perspective on organizational identity and show how change and 
stabilization of identity arises from the work of organizational actors as they use the 
resources of the present to invoke and transform past organizational experience into 
ambitions for the future. Based on their longitudinal study of the toy manufacture,
LEGO, they develop a conceptual framework where they focus on the influence of 
different memory forms: textual, material and oral. Their findings suggest that 
variations in use and combination of different memory forms influence the scope and 
depth of identity claims for the future, and that differences in time span were echoed in 
relation to the organization’s past and future.
In a review of the literature at the interface of institutions and identity, Glynn (2008: 
424) draws on Swidler (1986) to depict identity construction as a process of 
institutional bricolage where different cultural meanings, values and rules are 
incorporated into the organization’s identity claims. One of her key points is that since 
organizations draw from the same pool of cultural elements and resources, they come 
to resemble one another; yet the way that organizations combine different cultural 
elements are at the same time relatively unique (Lounsbury and Glynn, 2001). The 
distinctiveness of organizations and their identities stem from the fact that institutional 
elements are often assembled by actors in a way that is tailored to their specific 
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organizational context and associated cultural repertoires (Pedersen and Dobbin, 2006; 
Westenholz, Pedersen and Dobbin, 2006; Glynn, 2008; Rindova, Dalpiaz and Ravasi,
2011). Further, when organizations are imprinted with several different institutional 
models, each of these represents both possibilities and constraints to entrepreneurial 
efforts towards change (Borum and Westenholz, 1995). The intra-organizational 
process of assemblage, as we highlight in our paper, can therefore often involve 
conflict and negotiation, especially when the briciolage process involves multiple 
institutional logics.
As Friedland and Alford (1991) propose, there is no change without actors and there is 
no way to account for change without multiple institutional logics available to provide 
alternative meanings as the sources for change. They note that ‘under some conditions, 
they [actors] are artful in the mobilization of different institutional logics to serve 
their purposes’ (Friedland and Alford, 1991: 254). Their invocation of ‘artful’ closely 
resembles the spirit of bricolage, especially in relation to the Levi-Strauss idea of 
‘making do’ by relying on the means that are available. 
Since organizations often operate in complex environments, they typically have to 
respond and adapt to a multitude of institutional pressures. As a result, many 
organizations are comprised of a constellation of different institutionally derived 
elements.  A good deal of recent work has focused on how organizational hybridity
linked to multiple logics is achieved and managed (i.e. Battiliana and Dorado, 2010; 
Binder, 2007; Glynn and Lounsbury, 2005; Pache and Santos, 2010). For instance, in a 
study of commercial microfinance organizations, Battiliana and Dorado (2010) explore 
how social responsibility and banking logics can be successfully hybridized. Their 
findings show that organizations can sustain their hybridity if they develop a common 
organizational identity that strikes a balance between the logics that constitute the 
organization. Pache and Santos (2010) argue that hybridity might also occur at the 
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level of practice where manifestations of hybridized logics could co-exist alongside 
un-hybridized practices. One could imagine that this could be the case in commercially 
driven corporations that have CSR departments or non-profits seeking out a social goal 
that must be sustained via different commercially driven revenue-generating practices. 
This can be understood as a type of compartmentalization (Pratt and Foreman, 2000; 
Kraatz and Block, 2008) in which two (or more) important but antithetical identities 
(and logics) are maintained separately and operate relatively independent of each other. 
Such a separation, however, might become a focal point for scrutiny if organizational 
audiences find that there is an illegitimate decoupling of organizational practices. Of 
course, organizational identity is constantly made and remade as a result of intra-
organizational dynamics as well as ongoing societal shifts (Navis and Glynn, 2010; 
Pedersen and Dobbin, 2006). 
Since we argue that the process of institutional bricolage involves identity 
reconstitution, the problematization of the organizational identity by organizational 
members that perceive a threat or opportunity related to institutional complexity is a 
necessary trigger. While not focused on institutional complexity, there is a literature on 
how organizations defend or remake identity due to external threats (e.g. Dutton and
Dukerich, 1991; Elsbach and Kramer, 1996; Ravasi and Schultz, 2006). For instance, 
Elsbach and Kramer’s (1996) study of university responses to identity threats suggests 
that managers may strategically attempt to reinvent or rediscover organizational 
identity after periods of identity dissonance. Below we document how threats related to 
institutional complexity triggered efforts to reconstitute identity via institutional 
bricolage of logics, thus bridging disparate research streams on institutional logics, 
bricolage and organizational identity.
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THE SETTING
J.C. Jacobsen founded the Carlsberg brewery in 1847 and in 1876 he established the 
Carlsberg Foundation, which took ownership of the company after his death in 1886. 
Since then, Carlsberg has grown to be a large multi-national corporation, active in 150 
markets, operating 85 breweries across 46 countries and employing 41.000 people. In 
recent years, Carlsberg has grown very aggressively through mergers and acquisitions; 
it has grown from being a local brewery to a regional one (started exporting in 1868 to 
Scotland) to, after the acquisition of Scottish & Newcastle in 200818, being the fourth 
largest brewery group in the world. 
In 2008, Carlsberg also signed the UN Global Compact to symbolize the beginning of 
a Carlsberg Group-wide commitment to corporate social responsibility (CSR). Since 
then, they have been formalizing their approach to CSR, formulating and 
implementing what they refer to as their ‘glocal approach’—emphasizing the balance 
between operating globally and locally in different CSR focus areas. This balance is 
especially challenging in a global brewery group comprised of a wide range of 
companies that have been united through mergers and acquisitions. The Corporate 
Communication department has been the driver of the CSR implementation although a 
separate functional subunit of CSR was installed in 2008 along with a CSR governance 
structure that was to underpin the implementation of CSR across the entire 
organization.
A number of CSR policies and guidelines have been developed in recent years,
covering areas such as labor and human rights, business ethics, environment and 
marketing communication. In some of these areas, different organizational actors 
18 The take-over was made together with Heineken and later the activities were split between the two. 
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involved in policy development are informed by different institutional logics. We study 
the role of competing institutional logics in Carlsberg’s development of CSR by 
focusing on initiatives related to Responsible drinking (RD) —one of the most 
prominent focal points for CSR development within Carlsberg and across the brewery 
(and alcohol) industry. The concept of RD is commonly associated with activities 
aimed at preventing the misuse of alcohol (e.g. binge drinking, youth drinking, drunk
driving). In the development of a new and more strategic group-wide approach to 
responsible drinking, a group of people at Carlsberg headquarters engaged in what we 
consider to be institutional bricolage as they combined elements of different logics to 
construct a ’responsible drinking Guide Book’. This book was intended to forge a 
linkage between the communication and CSR employees, who are advocates of a 
social responsibility logic, and the marketing and sales people who are primarily 
carriers of a market logic, thus providing an overarching corporate approach to 
responsible drinking. Consequently, embracing the RD concept entails that 
organizational actors find ways to manage the inherent institutional complexities (i.e., 
multiple institutional logics) related to the issue.
Table 8.1 provides a comparative overview of the market and social responsibility 
logics as they are manifest in Carlsberg Group’s headquarters. In daily operation and
practice, Carlsberg Group is dominated by a ‘market logic’, characterized by profit 
maximization and a set of overarching goals that are pursued via classic textbook focus 
areas such as marketing, brand building, return on investment, management control,
market expansion, global standardization and economies of scale. This list reflects the 
very dominant and broad societal logic of the market (in contemporary western 
society) as theorized by Friedland and Alford (1991). The Group’s ambition to be ‘the 
fastest growing global beer company’ is a vision and a strategy that dominates and is 
very present in the daily operations at headquarters. The rules for achievement are to 
increase market share and operational efficiency; this is especially evident in the 
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Group’s current efforts to centralize and optimize their supply chain. As some 
interviewees noted, the company is increasingly moving towards a ‘FMCG model’ 
(fast moving consumer goods). 
TABLE 8.1
Comparative overview of the logics represented in the RD project*
Social responsibility logic Market logic
Belief systems (what goals 
are pursued within the field) 
Live up to ethical 
responsibility toward 
stakeholders/society
Build competitive position
Increase profits
Focus Stakeholder relation
Environmental impact
Societal concerns i.e. health 
issues and public opinion in 
general
Return on investment
Brand positioning
Global standardization 
Rules for achievement Live up to ethical standards Efficiency
Increased market share
Clear positioning
Associated Practices
(means for pursuing the goals 
and values)
Not encourage more than 
moderate drinking
Contributing to minimizing the 
downsides of the product
Encouraging and helping 
consumers with public 
transportation to and from 
concerts
Sell the beer, as much possible, no 
matter what it takes
Run campaigns that get the products 
sold and claim distinction
Invent new products that satisfy 
consumers needs for alcohol/beer 
products – “getting drunk”
In contradistinction to the market logic, the issues surrounding Responsible Drinking 
invoke a social responsibility logic—a belief system focused on caring about how an 
organization’s practices impact broader society. A socially responsible brewery, for 
instance, might work hard to try to minimize societal problems related to the use of 
their products. This may lead to educational and marketing campaigns that aim to
encourage people to drink in moderation or even not to drink in specific contexts such 
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as when pregnant or driving. Concrete efforts in Carlsberg include initiatives to
prevent underage drinking at concerts they sponsor, and/or to provide free water to 
encourage consumers to supplement their alcohol intake. However, the market and 
social responsibility logics often come into conflict since such “responsibility” 
initiatives often come at the cost of restricting efforts to maximize profits and 
shareholder value.   
Carlsberg Group is best understood as a late adopter of corporate social responsibility, 
as they did not create their global CSR organization until 2008—well after most other 
major global brewers created CSR initiatives. While the social responsibility logic does 
not yet have an overtly strong influence on Carlsberg organizational practice given that 
its embrace is so recent, when visiting the corporate headquarters in Carlsberg City, it 
is evident that there is a strong symbolic and material imprinting of the philanthropic 
founder.19 Carlsberg has always had a strong philanthropic heritage—the founder J.C. 
Jacobsen (1811-1887) actively gave to the arts and science, in addition to running his 
own laboratory where clean yeast was first invented and shared with the rest of the 
brewing community. He also donated to the city of Copenhagen its first fire engine 
after his own brewery burned down in 1867. Further, he established the Natural 
History Museum of Denmark and the Botanical Garden in Copenhagen.20
19 In April 2012 the Carlsberg City was sold for 2.5 billion Danish kroner, around 400 million U.S. 
dollar, to a consortium (including Carlsberg who remain a 25 percent ownership). A new 
neighborhood in Copenhagen is to be developed in the area with around 3000 new accommodations 
in different price ranges. A number of the historical buildings on the site are not part of the disposal 
and will remain the property of Carlsberg Group.
Lastly, he set 
up the first foundation in the world to have ownership of a company – the Carlsberg 
Foundation (1876). The foundation still owns 25 percent of MNC Carlsberg Group
today and runs the Carlsberg Laboratory (focused on research in Chemistry and 
20 The Botanical Garden is the largest collection of living plants in Denmark a collection that is used 
for research, teaching and public information.
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Physiology) where all scientific advancements must be shared according to founder’s
original charter. In addition, the Carlsberg Foundation supports fundamental research 
in Denmark within the social sciences, humanities and natural sciences. 
The Carlsberg Group headquarters is located in the old Carlsberg City in Copenhagen 
where brewing used to take place (today the operating brewery in Denmark is in 
Frederica), where the old home of the founder still stands, and where there is a
company museum, the Carlsberg archives and the Carlsberg Laboratory. Hence, the 
logic of social responsibility is available and accessible to the people working at 
headquarters. Most employees will at least at one point during the day see an artifact 
symbolizing the founder and or the foundation. Indeed, many of the interviewees 
actually mentioned the importance of “social heritage” explicitly during interviews:
‘At headquarters, we often discuss that CSR is part of our heritage, and that there is
almost like a red thread leading back to our founders, that they acted as socially 
responsible citizens before the CSR term was invented, of course in a more traditional
and philanthropic way. When the company was doing great, then the society should 
feel it too, leading to a close interaction with the community. Further, part of the 
overhead was donated to society via the Carlsberg Foundations. It was clear for me 
when I was hired in to Carlsberg [in 2004], that ‘Oh wow, there are so many practices 
in our history that points to the possibility of CSR once again becoming an important 
part of the way we do business, but as it was, CSR was not at all part of the Group’s 
strategic agenda.’
           (Top executive within communication, 2011)
Towards the end of the 90s, brewers became aware of a new form of scrutiny within 
and across Europe - it revolved around the fact that brewers and other alcohol 
producers were seen to be at the core of one of society’s main health challenges. Beer 
and alcohol were seen to be particularly problematic in relation to young people. Some 
industry stakeholders thought that the alcohol industry was targeting its products 
towards young people as well as pushing boundaries in their commercial 
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communication (e.g. by making provocative advertisements with sexual images to 
distinguish their products). The industry was criticized for setting aside societal 
considerations in the pursuit of market share, wanting to sell the product no matter 
what the social implications might be for broader society. Consequently, the alcohol 
and brewery industry came under attack, and health organizations such as the World 
Health Organization amplified the push for more regulation and higher taxation. 
Consequently, brewers experienced increased restrictions on their advertising across 
Europe, as well as higher tax and duty rates. In countries like Finland, the taxation on 
beer is 60-80%, and in 2010 Russia experienced a 200% beer duty increase due to a 
change in the categorization of beer as an alcohol (Carlsberg Group, 2010; 
Panimoliitto21, 2010; Brewers of Europe, 2010). Further, in some European markets, 
advertising of alcohol is prohibited in all media while other markets impose restrictions 
on television commercials and billboards.
These institutional changes have spurred different responses across the brewery 
community, and in Carlsberg Group, people within corporate communications and 
public affairs were the first to react to such shifts in the political environment. 
Communication department employees started by framing these changes as something 
that should be of concern to the organization and that a behavioral change would have 
to be made if the company wanted to ‘maintain its commercial platform’ or have a 
‘license to operate’ long term. By the mid 2000s, industry associations such as the 
Brewers of Europe indicated that inappropriate marketing activities were the main 
cause for the change in public perception. They argued that people marketing beer had 
been too shortsighted and irresponsible in their eagerness to sell the product. Thus, 
marketers were framed as the culprits, or at least accomplices, and the ones that needed 
21 ‘Panimoliitto’ is the Finish Federation of the Brewing and Soft Drinks Industry.
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to change behavior and make sure they did not urge any inappropriate use of beer in 
their marketing communications. 
Correspondingly, some Carlsberg employees also expressed the view that sales and 
marketing people did not understand their own role in fomenting increased regulatory 
attention and pressure to change. Instead of radically altering their established 
practices, they invented new tactical operating procedures—for example, they 
categorized different markets into grey and dark markets22 to indicate the level of 
regulation in different markets, and created manuals and guidelines for operating in 
these regulated markets. On more than one occasion, people involved with the 
implementation of social responsibility in the Sales and Marketing department 
expressed that the challenge and the root of the problem was that: ‘the accountability 
for the long term maintenance of our marketing platform does not lie in Marketing, it 
is not there today!’ (Manager within communications, 2011). The identified problem 
was that marketing did not take ownership because they considered it to be irrelevant 
in relation to their goals and objectives, which are thoroughly rooted in a market logic. 
Instead they wittily re-labeled the CSR unit the ‘de-sales department’ thereby 
signifying that the goal when implementing CSR is not only irrelevant to the people 
within marketing and sales, but actually in direct conflict with the market logic. This is 
the conflict which CSR advocates attempted to overcome via the development of a 
responsible drinking Guide Book.
22 Dark markets are considered to have high regulations or total prohibition leaving little to no room 
for marketing communication e.g. no outdoor promotion or TV promotion. In gray markets there is 
some legislation and restrictions e.g. TV adds after 9 p.m. or no humans in commercial promotion of 
alcohol.
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Data Collection
The case that we use to illustrate our theoretical argument and conceptualization of 
institutional bricolage and identity reconstitution is extracted from a larger ongoing 
inductive study of institutional complexity and logic combination efforts within the 
Carlsberg Group. The first author has been collecting data real time in the organization 
since 2010, both at headquarters and in local subsidiaries23 to investigate how 
organizational actors proceed in a situation where noticeably distinct institutional 
logics interact and are combined into a new constellation.
In Carlsberg’s conceptualization of responsible drinking the organizational actors deal 
with different logics and the controversy and immediacy of Responsible Drinking 
(RD) to Carlsberg Group’s product, beer, is intrinsic and closely linked to the 
legitimacy of the organization. In headquarters, the development of a concrete artifact 
has been followed – the development of the ‘Responsible Drinking Guide Book’ – that 
has been initiated to instigate change in organizational identity and behavior.  Firstly, 
the Guide Book is meant to inspire cross functional collaboration or ‘alignment’
between the marketing, sales, communication and public affairs departments. 
Secondly, the aim is to influence the organizational structure and make ‘social 
responsibility’ a more ingrained part of Carlsberg Group’s organizational identity and 
practice.  In the present article we use elements of this ongoing research project for 
illustrative purposes.
23 The data collection is still ongoing. Data collected in local subsidiaries has not been included 
directly in this paper. 
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Data Sources
The Guide Book has been under development since September 2010 and was finalized 
in June 2011 in a 1.0 version. The following data sources have informed the case 
writing: 13 interviews with key RD stakeholders, the Responsible Drinking Guide 
Book at different stages of development, over 150 pages of organizational/industry 
documents and artifacts, as well as 25 hours of observations of meetings and 
presentations and 11 planning and feedback meetings with the organization. 24 The 
interviews were conducted on the topic of CSR in Carlsberg, the RD project, CSR 
policies, and meetings on RD that had been observed. The informants were selected 
based on their association with the area of RD as important input givers and/or 
decision makers. The informants were managers within the Communications, CSR and 
Marketing departments. Organizational documents have been collected from the time 
of establishment of the CSR department in 2008 up until 2012. The documents include
all CSR policies and guidelines, presentations of the CSR department, including those 
related to strategy and competitor analysis that had been made for the Carlsberg Group 
executive committee (from 2008 until 2010) as well as more specific documents 
related to RD and the development process (e.g. materials from industry associations 
and subsidiaries) The documents contributed to a greater understanding of Carlsberg, 
its history, the organizational actors, the RD project and its methods and aims. 
The first author also attended seven meetings at global headquarters regarding the 
development of the ‘RD Guide book’ in the period from December 2010 until May 
2011. The meetings provided valuable information about the RD project process, 
organizational stakeholders, organizational structure, past events and practices, 
24 These meetings also included discussions about the data collection and the findings from 
subsidiaries.
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strategies for implementation, and upcoming events. Eleven feedback meetings with 
the organization were conducted over the course of the research process, both with 
people from within the CSR unit, but also with members of the executive committee. 
Lastly, the first author also attended senior management presentations made in relation 
to the global re-launch of the Carlsberg brand in 2011as well as public presentations 
made at Copenhagen Business School. Together, these sources have given great insight 
into the different logics represented within the RD project and the organizational actors 
engaging in a process of institutional bricolage to get people ‘on board’.
INSTITUTIONAL BRICOLAGE: 
BRIDGING LOGICS AND RECONSTITUTING IDENTITY 
INSIDE AN ORGANIZATION
We conceptualize the construction of the Responsible Drinking Guide Book25 via logic 
bridging as a kind of bricolage process, and aim to illustrate different mechanisms 
related to what we label institutional bricolage. We begin by outlining the outcome of 
the process—the RD Guide Book and show that it is an assembly of bits and pieces 
from two different logics that have been brought together to create an altered balance 
between the two logics.  The Guide Book may be understood as a kind of ‘boundary 
object’ (Star and Greisemer, 1989, Bechky, 2003), an artifact that combines the social 
responsibility and market logics by integrating elements from the past and present, as 
well as from different geographical places. 
25 The RD Guide Book consists of the documents: ‘The RD Guide Book’, ‘Why to do RD’, ‘How to 
do PR’ as well as, 4 schemas to be used before and after planning a RD initiative: ‘PR Campaign 
Mandate’, ‘PR Campaign Media Outreach Checklist’, ‘PR Campaign Servicing Media Checklist’ and 
‘PR evaluation Scheme’
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At the core of our argument is that institutional bricolage inside an organization 
fundamentally involves the reconstitution of identity.  Greenwood et. al. (2011) 
conceptualized organizational identity as a filter that shapes how organizations react to 
institutional complexity, but we believe that acts of combining logics often involve 
efforts to alter core aspects of an organization’s identity.  In our case, we emphasize 
how institutional bricolage may involve recovering aspects of the history of the 
organization to give tangible life to a marginalized or latent logic (the social 
responsibility logic in our case), and to engender a conversation about organizational 
identity.  Schultz and Hernes (2012) argue that the past is often evoked in processes of 
identity reconstruction as well as the articulation of claims for future identity.  We 
argue that the construction of the Guide Book and the artifact itself involve these 
fundamental processes.
The case of the development of a guidebook illustrate that institutional bricolage 
requires that actors within the organization mobilize to successfully frame key strategic 
issues related to marginalized logics as fundamentally related to organizational 
identity, and to persuasively convince others of the importance of the melding logics.  
In our case, the market logic was dominant, and our efforts focus on how actors inside 
the organization tried to convince a broader array of actors of the importance of the 
more marginalized social responsibility logic by emphasizing its rootedness in the 
identity of the organization across time and space.       
The Responsible Drinking Guide Book
Fieldwork indicated that the communication and CSR people at headquarters were
intent on making the RD Guide Book function as a boundary object (Star and
Griesemer, 1989; Bechky, 2003) that would be a centerpiece in redefining 
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organizational identity, enabling interaction across different organizational divisions 
and geographically dispersed subsidiaries. The Guide Book was constructed to provide 
a rationale to encourage marketing people and senior management across the 
organization to effectively and in a coordinated way engage in responsible drinking 
(RD) initiatives:
‘Aligning RD with sales & marketing process [headline] 
Performing Responsible Drinking initiatives often requires input from different 
functions within the local company. It is recommended that alignment is created across 
Marketing & Sales, Communications, External Affairs, CSR and PR. When you are 
considering doing large scale Responsible Drinking initiatives you may even want to 
consider setting up a cross-functional task force to drive them.’
                                                            (RD Guide Book, 2011:9)
Through the Guide Book construction process, different cross-functional resources 
were combined, consisting of a mix of locally constituted elements as well as those 
drawn from wider discourses. The organizational elements included both resources 
from headquarters and subsidiaries as well as elements representing the organizational 
past and present. An overview of these elements is provided in table 8.2. The first two 
columns portray the presence of the two logics while the third column illustrates
instances where the two logics are combined. The third row also include elements of 
time and space, two features that were activated to enable institutional bricolage and 
the reconstitution of the organizational identity – ‘who we are’ and ‘what we do’, 
essentially producing an organization wide commitment to the RD issue. 
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Social responsibility logic. In the Guide Book, the social responsibility 
logic informs the overarching argument that the local subsidiaries should engage in 
solving societal challenges in relation to alcohol. It also signals that the RD Guide 
Book is the authorized Carlsberg Group tool to engage with societal level issues. In 
other words, the Guide Book presents the official Group response to a challenge that 
the CSR unit in headquarters considers to be widespread in societies in which the
Group operates. This argument is supported by the introduction of four areas that are 
considered to be standard in relation to preventive alcohol action: ‘drunk driving’, 
‘under-age drinking’, ‘binge drinking’ and ‘moderate consumption’. These areas 
reflect the societal problems related to beer and alcohol consumption that have been 
constituted and conceptualized in a wider alcohol industry context, for example 
through debates in local and regional industry associations e.g. British Beer and Pubs 
Association, the Portman Group (a UK alcohol CSR advocate and consultancy), and 
Brewers of Europe. Hence the four areas are presented as generic and fairly 
standardized RD focus areas applied across the industry, which in and of itself signifies 
‘that the alcohol prevention program works’ and again authorizes the overall Guide 
Book initiative.
The pictures in the book signify that RD has a positive impact. This impact is 
especially evident in relation to the case examples used. The case examples have been 
collected from a range of local subsidiaries; they have been carefully selected in view 
of their reflections of local experience with RD, their size in the Carlsberg portfolio 
and their relationship to headquarters. Many cases illustrate instances where local 
subsidiaries have engaged in creating a solution to the issue of RD—for example,
providing transportation to and from concerts to prevent drunk driving or what they 
call ‘Drink Driving’. 
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Market logic. In the Guide Book, the market logic informs the argument 
that RD will enable the organization to maintain product legitimacy while limiting the 
stigmatization of beer as a product category (Vergne, 2012). The line of argument was
primarily posed within the organization as a threat or a risk, but also as something that 
could be turned into an organizational opportunity if  the local RD initiators ‘align with 
the sales & marketing process’ (p. 10) by finding synergies with the tools and 
approaches that sales and marketing staff use in their interaction with consumers. The 
importance of this ‘alignment’ with sales and marketing is also supported in the layout 
of the Guide Book which is modeled after the official sales and marketing 
communication material sent to subsidiaries—the latest iteration branded as the ‘Group 
Way’. The ‘Group Way’ concept was developed to spread ideas, tools and best 
practice across the group to create more consistency and efficiency in daily operations.
Five stages are singled out: ’Opportunity identification’, ‘Strategise’, ‘Plan’, ‘Execute’ 
and ‘Evaluate’; the Guide Book is structured accordingly. In addition, the Guide Book 
contains different generic marketing concepts such as a SWOT analysis, key 
performance indicators, return on investment and brand building. Pictures similarly 
illustrate a product brand dimension, and it is suggested that the visibility of RD 
communications can contribute to brand building and improved image for the company 
and its products.
Overall, the role of the Guide Book is to provide tangible and strategic organization-
wide communication directives for  staff in subsidiary units. It is emphasized 
throughout that the message should be kept positive! For instance, this point is clearly 
emphasized in a fact-box in the Guide Book:
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‘IMPORTANT: Avoid “negative” key messages (e.g. “don’t binge drink”). The risk is 
that your initiative becomes associated with the problem (e.g. “beer causes unsafe 
roads”) rather than offering solutions to consumers and to the general public (e.g. 
“beer provides safe transport back home from happy evenings out”)’.
                                                                                                        (RD Guide Book: 17)
This extract illustrates the conscious effort to create frames that combine RD and 
Carlsberg beer in a way that supports a renewed branding effort. It is not only about 
doing ‘good’, but also about seizing the opportunity to promote the company and/or 
the product brand. In a similar vein, the Guide Book strategically avoids related topics 
such as drinking during ‘pregnancy’: 
‘You may also have seen some stakeholders mentioning “pregnancy” as a subject of 
Responsible Drinking. However, since “pregnancy” is best addressed through brewers 
associations or even better, social aspects organisations, it is been given less attention 
in this booklet (sic)’
Thus, our case of institutional bricolage of the social responsibility and market logics 
became highly strategic – social elements that were considered to be irrelevant or too 
risky in relation to the company’s market goals were edited out of the RD Guide Book. 
While the Guide Book project aimed to bridge logics, it is also clear that it required a 
committed effort on the part of social responsibility advocates since Carlsberg still 
prioritized profits over social welfare. Alongside the framing of the RD issue as being 
‘aligned’ with the market logic described above, Guide Book development also 
entailed a subtle framing of RD as being an issue of significance to the organization’s
identity – ‘what we do determines who we are’. The claim that is put forward in the 
Guide Book is that social responsibility is not something new; it is actually an
ingrained element in our heritage (historical and material) and ‘who we ARE’.  In this 
way, time and space elements become resources in support of the overall agenda to 
combine different logics and convey to the recipient that the social responsibility logic 
should be a more salient component of a reconstituted organizational identity. 
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For instance, when entering Carlsberg City, one goes through the main gate: the 
elephant gate, the most famous building at the Carlsberg site, which symbolizes the 
founder and his commitment to brewing and society. Above the gate is the founders 
motto: ‘laboremus pro patria’ – let us work for our country.  Thus, for organizational 
actors in headquarters, the organization’s heritage is present symbolically as well as 
substantively in the buildings and materials that surround their workplace.   These 
images were prominent in the RD Guide Book which has the elephant gate on the front 
page and at least five elephants included in the layout as ‘place holders’ (see Figure 
8.1). Hence, the elephant was used to frame the message and create the argument that 
‘social responsibility’ is not something new, it is already part of ‘who we are’.  
FIGURE 8.1: The front page of the Responsible Drinking Guide Book (left) and a ‘clean’ picture of the 
elephant gate (right).
Nonetheless, fieldwork indicated that the organizational members working on the RD 
Guide Book in headquarters experienced a rather close and perhaps unquestioned tie to 
the social responsibility logic, yet the market logic remained dominant. The whole 
book and its supplement was framed as an argument for the ‘business case of 
responsible drinking’ and the Guide Book was consistently discussed by sales and 
marketing personnel in terms of related initiatives such as the ‘Group Way’. Thus, the 
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Guide Book was importantly shaped to fit into the sales and marketing toolkit; the aim 
was that the Guide Book would become an integrated part of the communications that 
subsidiaries receive from headquarters. 
The Process of Institutional Bricolage
Below, we describe the process of institutional bricolage—the bridging of market and 
social responsibility logics inside Carlsberg. Our focus is on institutional bricolage 
inside an organization, although we acknowledge the role of external influences and 
the dynamic relationship and mutually constitutive nature of intra- and extra-
organizational processes.  We argue that at the core of intra-organizational institutional 
bricolage are efforts by actors to reconstitute organizational identity in ways they 
assume to be most appropriate or that support their own interests (Borum and 
Westenholz, 1995). This process first requires the problematization of organizational 
identity followed by a negotiated social process of transforming an organization’s 
identity to reflect the bridging of logics.  In the case of Carlsberg, we highlight how 
marginalized actors (in the communications and CSR departments) attempt to
reconstitute organizational identity to account for their interests (social responsibility) 
by redefining brand image and developing a new integrated, firm-wide 
communications platform—the Guide Book plays a key role in relation to both.     
Triggering Institutional Bricolage: Problematizing Organizational Identity
As in most organizational change efforts, a trigger is required—some sort of 
problematization of the current state of affairs, and the emergence of leaders who 
propose solutions.  What is different here is that when external logics threaten the 
156
dominant logic of a firm, the problematization of organizational identity is typically 
required.  This problematization results from complicated internal negotiation 
processes that center around how to bridge or find a settlement between the dominant 
and insurgent logics.  The Carlsberg CSR department has a broad agenda of changing 
extant organizational practices and identity to become more socially responsible. In 
many of the targeted areas they work with (e.g., labor and environment), their goals 
and aims are compatible with the dominant market logic; in fact, using less energy or 
water to produce beer, often may lead to reductions in expenditures. However, in 
relation to the area of responsible drinking (RD), the contradictions between the 
market and the social responsibility logics are vivid; selling as much as possible to 
increase market share (market logic) while not encouraging excessive drinking (social 
responsibility logic) is especially challenging since the target audience includes young 
people just above the legal drinking age (varying across the product portfolio).
Not surprisingly, however, organizational actors informed by the social responsibility 
logic are a minority within the organization. In relation to the specific area of RD, 
marketing employees are generally resistant to social responsibility ideas and 
practices—for instance, they pejoratively labeled of the CSR unit as the ‘de-sales 
department’. This led to overt conflict and frustration on the part of activist-employees 
in the CSR unit who believed that there were latent links between the two logics that 
could be exploited. Of course, they were also painfully aware that their interests were 
marginalized in the organization. Thus, CSR unit employees faced a situation common 
to other intra-organizational activists (e.g., see Creed and Scully 2000 on gay and 
lesbian employees), often requiring astute efforts of tempered radicals (Scully and
Meyerson, 1995) to foment change. 
In order to convince organizational audiences (e.g., top management) that the social 
responsibility and market logics could be bridged, the CSR unit drew upon wider 
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efforts across the brewing industry as evidence that Carlsberg’s closest competitors 
(e.g., ABInbev, Heineken, and SABMiller) were all engaged in such efforts already 
and that Carlsberg was a laggard.  In a sense, the CSR unit argued that there was a 
“legitimacy imperative” —RD simply was ‘a given’ in the industry.  For instance, a 
typical argument made internally by advocates of logic bridging was that:
‘You cannot be a brewer, selling an alcohol product without working with responsible 
drinking , you have to do it. You can not be a brand company like ours that sell 
alcohol products to young people, without having a marketing policy that addresses 
how to act responsibly in the commercial arena, that is a given. Otherwise you might 
risk loosing your license to operate. ‘
                           (Top executive within communication, 2011) 
The emerging perception of Carlsberg Group as lagging behind in this area became 
increasingly problematic for organizational actors. In many ways, the socially 
responsible aspect of Carlsberg’s organizational identity was to some degree 
compartmentalized (Pratt and Foreman, 2000; Kraatz and Block, 2008) in the 
Carlsberg Foundation; social responsibility apparently had little impact on day to day 
practice.  In addition, pressure for an RD approach from subsidiary units began to 
mount.  Many of the subsidiary companies had been working with the concept on a 
local scale individually and through industry associations, and they began making 
inquiries about a more strategic group way of approaching RD. As the project manager 
later expressed: ‘Today we are just sitting there and [re-]inventing the wheel all the 
time’ (RD project manager, 2011). Further, the idea of moving towards a more global 
approach to RD coheres with other simultaneous agendas within the group such as the 
centralization of various parts of the supply chain and the initiative to unite the entire 
organization under a common corporate brand. 
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Institutional Bricolage and the Reconstitution of Organizational Identity
The notion of bricolage is often invoked to conceptualize how a particular actor or 
entrepreneur brings different elements together to create something novel.  However, 
in the case of intra-organizational institutional bricolage, it is necessarily a group 
process that requires negotiation among a variety of actors. That is, institutional 
bricolage must be understood as a social process where actors create a ‘solution’ to a 
problem related to conflicting logics by ‘combining’ existing elements from more than 
one extant logic to guide future behavior and practice—thus reconstituting 
organizational identity (Schultz and Hernes, 2012). However, it cannot be a group of 
actors working in solitude or isolation. They must interact and debate with different 
members across the organization. In our case, the bricoleurs are all organizational 
actors who actively take part in constructing a response to institutional complexity and 
who are intent on redefining Carlsberg’s identity in a way that blends social 
responsibility and market logics. As a result, bricoleurs had to develop an 
understanding of, and navigate, different logics, as well as enroll other key actors who 
were committed (wittingly or unwittingly) to one logic or another as this extract from 
the project manager early in the development process clearly articulates:   
‘I can’t change the world on my own just by standing on a beer crate telling the glad 
tidings. There need to be others who also address this [responsible drinking] in their 
own words, and in their own way, who also have this as a conviction, and as a value, 
and as a goal. So every time we succeed in getting someone like Camilla [(pseudonym) 
manager in Group Sales, Marketing and Innovation] to say: ‘this is something that I 
want to work with and for’, we are one step closer to the goal.’
                                                                                             (RD project manager, 2011)
The constellation of bricoleurs may even change during the process as the direction 
and the outcome start to crystallize. In the case of Carlsberg, the initial part of the 
development process was dominated by actors who were primarily influenced by, or 
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embedded in, the social responsibility logic while latter parts of the process involved 
actors associated with both logics. The key element in this regard is that the 
constellation of bricoleurs represent the different logics that are being ‘put together’, 
and it is through their dynamic social interactions and negotiations that institutional 
logics get combined in one way rather than another. 
Although the group of bricolours may be dynamic, there may still be a few bricoleurs 
who are active throughout the process, adding some level of continuity to the overall 
process. At Carlsberg, the hiring of a best practice manager, the RD project manager
[lead bricoleur], marked the beginning of the development of the new RD strategy. The 
RD project manager had been working for a hard liquor company, which has 
distinguished itself within the alcohol industry by successfully linking responsible 
drinking and corporate branding. The spirits company had had a global campaign 
urging people to ‘enjoy their brands responsibly’, with the corporate brand as the 
sender of the message. Duymedjian and Rüling (2010: 148) proposed that the 
‘manager-bricolourholds intimate knowledge of the human, material and symbolic 
resources of their organization’, but Carlsberg’s lead bricoleur had intimate 
knowledge of a specialized area or problem with which the organization needed to 
deal. However, he did not have an intimate knowledge of the organization instead he 
relied on other bricoleurs and their knowledge of the organization, and constantly 
interacted with different organizational members across headquarters to get a sense of 
the latent connections (Duymedjian and Rüling, 2010) between the two logics.   
‘Making do’: Reforming Brand Image. In the current literature, ‘Making 
do’ (Lévi- Strauss, 1962) is understood to imply that bricoleurs are more prone to act 
and actively engage in addressing problems or seizing opportunities rather than 
deliberating about whether the resources at hand can create a workable outcome 
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(Barker and Nelson, 2005:334). This implies a more dynamic and interactive creative 
process and an outcome that relies on prior approaches and artifacts (Garud and 
Karnøe, 2003) as well as existing practices.  In our case, the process of figuring out 
how to respond to RD, and negotiate between market and social responsibility logics 
led to a coupling of RD efforts to broader issues related to brand image.  This was also 
necessitated by the fact that the response to RD and the development of the Guide 
Book became animated by broader efforts to reconstitute the identity of the 
organization as a whole.  
The resources put aside for the Group’s responsible drinking initiative were at first 
very limited.   In the hiring process, while looking for the right candidate to lead the 
responsible drinking project, Carlsberg strategically reviewed the future challenges of 
their business. Through this review process, the senior management of the group came 
to realize that they had a large challenge in relation to the image of beer as a category, 
a tendency that they saw in Northern and Western Europe and emerging in Eastern 
Europe as well. From their market statistics, they could see a change; previously, beer 
was understood to be a good wholesome product, but today young people consider 
hard liquor to be more ‘cool’, while mature males tend to change their preference to 
wine as they get older. The senior management decided that they had to revitalize the 
image of beer. They discerned that the image of beer needed to consist of a range of 
aspects including social responsibility. At this point, there were limited resources to 
deal with the image issue, therefore management decided to upgrade the ‘Responsible 
Drinking’ position in the CSR department to include a wider business development 
scope, the ultimate aim being to improve the image of beer. Hence, the idea of RD and 
the very development of the RD Guide Book were imagined as a component of a larger 
project of transforming the image of beer. 
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Case examples and practices from around the organization were applied as ‘evidence’ 
that RD can be done. Part of the work of collecting the cases had already been 
undertaken earlier by one of the associate bricoleurs as it was noted ‘his drawer is full 
of cases’. These cases had been collected in relation to an earlier development of a 
‘marketing communication policy’ and a guidebook intended for the same audience -
marketers within and across the group.  Importantly for research on bricolage, “making 
do” in the context of institutional bricolage involves the pursuit of ‘new’ (in the given 
context) or unorthodox ideas (see also Barker and Nelson, 2005:357). 
Co-Shaping: Uniting the Organization.  The element of bricolage that has been 
adopted most widely is the idea of combining resources for new purposes (e.g. Weick,
1998; Strandgaard-Pedersen and Dobbin, 2006; Boxenbaum and Rouleau, 2011). 
Building on this work, we have emphasized that institutional bricolage importantly 
involves the reconstitution of organizational identity.  In the Guide Book development 
process, the organizational actors at headquarters combined existing resources in two 
distinct ways: By combining cross-functional resources, models and agendas that 
represent the two distinct logics and by drawing on the existing practices of subunits.  
As the efforts unfolded, interactions across the organization proved crucial not only to 
the Guide Book development but also, perhaps more importantly, as a key resource
activated by the bricoleurs in their attempt to reconstitute organizational identity. After 
all, the transformation of organizational identity requires the building of solidarity and 
commitment to new ideas and practices throughout an organization.
As the Guide Book developed, organizational actors carefully reviewed existing 
organizational practices within the area of RD. In this process, they relied heavily on 
interaction with local CSR-champions across different subunits to provide concrete 
examples of RD initiatives. Some local subsidiaries provided information and 
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examples for a ‘best practice catalogue’, one of the Guide Book’s supporting 
documents. They provided background information on RD practices, details of the 
actual initiatives, their impact, as well as contact information of the people with 
experience in carrying out RD in practice. Further, regional communication and CSR 
managers were asked to comment and provide feedback on the Guide Book based on 
their local experience and knowledge. 
Consequently, the construction of the RD Guide Book needs to be understood in the 
context in which it was created. Carlsberg Group has been growing rapidly over the 
last ten years, and the idea of reaching some level of integration across subunits had 
become a major priority for the company. Thus, the involvement of regional 
communication managers and subunits in the development of the Guide Book was 
thought of as a way to establish, maintain and substantiate the relationship between 
headquarters and subunits. In this regard, existing local practices were gathered and 
‘objectified’ (Czarniawska and Joerges, 1996) so that they could travel within and 
across the group and materialize in new practices. Thus, consideration and inclusion of 
local practices served two purposes:To sustain the linkage between headquarters and 
subunits as well as to serve as an argument and an illustration of ‘who we are’ by 
virtue of what we do. 
The idea of co-shaping is closely linked to the aforementioned ‘combination of 
resources for new purposes’; still they differ because co-shaping is not just a question 
of combining different resources. What defines co-shaping is that actors with different 
interests are involved in the actual development process, which means that the 
outcome may be more legitimate within the different represented logics (Garud and
Karnøe, 2003). In a comparative study of the creation of wind turbines in Denmark and 
USA, Garud and Karnøe (2003) deduce that bricolage is a form of entrepreneurship 
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that is emergent and allows for a mutual co-shaping of, in their case, technology. 
Bricolage is therefore understood as a: ‘...process of moving ahead on the basis of 
inputs of actors who possess local knowledge, but through their interactions, are able 
to gradually transform emerging paths to higher degrees of functionality’ (2003:296). 
Their point is that the shaping of the process and the outcome occurred at several 
interaction points between different interest groups (e.g., floor workers, designers and 
policymakers). Garud and Karnøe (2003) note that entrepreneurship through a 
bricolage process may be particularly relevant in situations where there is complex and 
non-linear dynamics between the different actors, artifacts and rules. Their study thus 
suggests that the concept of bricolage may be particularly helpful in the study of 
institutional complexity.
While meeting and negotiating, organizational actors were able to find some common 
ground in the perceived threat to the legitimacy of the organization related to the theme 
of alcohol abuse and in the social responsibility logic as an important historical aspect 
of organizational identity. However, they brought different understandings of the RD 
problem to the negotiations. The marketing employees saw ‘responsible drinking’ as a 
problem of risk avoidance. This problem was evident in a discussion during a meeting: 
‘what mindset do we enter with? do we see this as de-sales, new opportunities to gain 
a competitive advantage?’ (Observation notes, 2010). The sales and marketing 
representative at the meeting was very skeptical at the beginning of the meeting and 
said: ‘I don’t think that it [RD]can be sectioned out like that, it cannot be used as 
marketing, everybody is doing it […]. There are some consequences, though: How 
significant are the negative consequences?’ (Observation notes, 2010). At this point it 
became clear that to the marketing representative, RD is not a thing that represents an 
opportunity; instead, it should be framed as ‘risk avoidance’.  As the meeting 
continued and appealing examples and cases of a coupling of social responsibility and 
market logics were presented, this person started to open up and wanted to help 
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operationalize RD ideas. She even offered to help frame the cases and shape the RD 
Guide Book with a market logic vocabulary.
Following this meeting, the Guide Book team at headquarters engaged in a process of 
institutional bricolage to align RD efforts (the social responsibility logic) with the 
dominant market logic by creating what is commonly referred to as the “business case 
for responsible drinking”. The business case would make RD a new concept that was
no longer considered to be “fluffy” and “vague”, but something that made sense within 
the dominant market logic. The key actors within the RD project expect that the 
development of “the business case” would make it possible to implement RD in 
organizational practice as emphasized in this statement:
‘We [in Group HQ] want to move away from ‘responsible drinking’ as being a 
question of belief – to being a business question! One way to get people on board is to 
make a shift in the way we talk about it. All other topics in our company are driven by 
business and financial targets, primarily financial targets, so that is what we are 
brought up with. Therefore we must link ‘responsible drinking’ to that agenda, then it 
will be much easier to get people on board.’
                                              (Manager in group sales, marketing and innovation, 2011)
Hence, linking RD to the market logic was really a question of making the RD concept
something that was immediately relevant and understandable for the organizational 
members who have the power and the resources to carry out RD initiatives. 
Concurrently, the effort involved making the responsible drinking agenda come alive 
and become part of the organization’s interaction with varied audiences; and as we 
have argued, a core aspect of their reconstituted identity.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
In this paper, we have sought to contribute to the institutional logics perspective 
(Thornton, Ocasio and Lounsbury, 2012) by exploring the intraorganizational 
processes by which institutional complexity is resolved.  Our understanding of the 
mechanisms and processes by which organizational actors deal with multiple 
institutional logics remains limited (Greenwood et al, 2011; Pache and Santos, 2010).  
We drew on the bricolage literature (Duymedjian and Rüling, 2010; Boxenbaum and 
Rouleau, 2011) to focalize theoretical and empirical research attention on the 
importance of artifact construction as a key aspect by which institutional complexity 
gets worked out inside organizations. To distinguish our effort from bricolage research 
more generally, we label the processes we analyze as institutional bricolage.  Our main 
argument is that institutional bricolage—resolving problems related to institutional 
complexity inside an organization—fundamentally involves the reconstitution of an 
organization’s identity.  While organizational identity has been identified as a critical 
aspect of the institutional logics perspective, little attention has been paid to the
processes by which extant identities get challenged and reconstructed.  
As our case of Carlsberg suggests, such situations are moments of acute uncertainty 
and opportunities for reflection. A group of organizational members were consciously 
and deliberately trying to change (e.g., via ‘making do’ and ‘co-shaping’)
organizational practice as well as audience perceptions of their product. We 
highlighted how the marginalized social responsibility logic offered a slightly different 
path that turned out to be symbolically and materially powerful because it was
anchored in core foundational aspects of the organization and its heritage (Schultz and
Hernes, 2012). While we do not know at this stage whether efforts to reconstitute 
identity will be successful, it appears that the ability to connect different spaces and the 
future to the past in this way facilitated the ability to substantively engage in a process 
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of institutional bricolage that combined the social responsibility and market logics (see 
also Borum and Westenholz, 1995; Garud and Karnøe, 2003). The recombination of 
existing resources was salient throughout the process; existing models were brought in 
and modified to fit with other existing models to craft a solution to a problem that the 
organization faced. This provides an intra-organizational correlate to the idea that 
established institutional paths provide resources and possibilities for change and the 
creation of new institutional configurations (Schneiberg, 2007).
Pache and Santos (2010) make the claim that differential internal representations may 
lead to organizational paralyses or break-up. Although this may be the case in some 
instances, our case suggests a qualification that, under certain conditions, 
organizational actors may alternatively engage in negotiation and institutional 
bricolage where they seek to reconstitute their identity to address institutional 
complexity. When organizational actors start to negotiate across multiple logics, the 
logics may become more dynamic and take a form that facilitates integration; as we 
argued, this may depend on a somewhat profound trigger that makes organizational 
legitimacy problematic, providing a collective opportunity to renegotiate the 
relationship among logics. As Selznick (1957: 21) proposed, when the organization is 
understood as an institution, self-maintenance becomes more than just an issue of 
organizational survival; it becomes a struggle to protect the uniqueness of the 
organization as it faces changed circumstances and new problems. Therefore, when 
logic bridging is framed as a means to somehow preserve at least part of the 
uniqueness of the organization’s identity, it gives diverse organizational members a 
common goal to work towards.  
We also highlighted the importance of social mobilization inside the organization—
how marginalized organizational actors, namely the communication and CSR people,
deliberately made the conversations and negotiations around the Guide Book an issue 
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of organizational identity. The tinkering and blending of techniques and models 
infused with different logics was consciously intended to erode the boundaries between 
the once separated ideas and practices, and strike a new balance between the different 
logics. Thus, our case observations indicate that a key condition for institutional 
bricolage of logics within the organization is that internal activists have to be able to 
skillfully frame key issues as centrally involving identity—‘who we are’ and ‘what we 
do’—and then try to convince others that a marginalized (and to some extend 
compartmentalized) logic is a core and foundational organizational identity trait. 
In addition, our case suggests how institutional bricolage may entail an active search 
for resources and connections across varied organizational units. For instance, 
examples of subsidiaries local RD practices were used to reaffirm that the concept of 
responsible drinking and the social responsibility logic were not (only) a new 
headquarters idea coercively implemented top down. Instead, it gave the Guide Book
development process a more democratic and bottom up flavor of inclusion. This is an 
aspect that is especially prominent in the case selections from around the Group and in 
notes like this: ‘Contributions to the catalogue were kindly made by your colleagues 
across the Carlsberg Group’. Messages that serve the same purpose mentioned above, 
to denote that the social responsibility logic is already an ingrained aspect of the 
organizational identity, not just in headquarters where the philanthropic heritage is 
materially present but also in ‘your colleagues’ practices.
While we have argued that the bridging of logics requires a reconstitution of 
organizational identity, future research should focus on the detailed and varied micro 
processes and cross-level mechanisms through which institutional bricolage happens. 
We suggest that future research address questions related to how organizational actors 
might use different identity claims in their response to complexity; how and at what 
levels – subunit, organizational or industry, might we consider identity to be relevant 
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in relation to institutional complexity? And how organizational and industry 
(collective) identities interact and influence organizational responses to complexity?  
Finally, scholars of the management of multinational enterprises may find this study 
useful in so far as the management at Carlsberg headquarters chose to engage local 
subsidiaries and draw from their practice in conceptualizing their ‘responsible 
drinking’ initiative. In that regard, they sought out more of a consensus building 
approach to managing the issue. They signaled that they were aware that the issue may 
be somewhat different across different locations, but that a unified approach was 
necessary. It would be especially interesting to have more empirical studies of 
multinational enterprises (MNEs) to uncover how multiple logics are managed across 
different societal contexts by the same organization. We know little about how MNE 
headquarters influence subsidiaries’ management of complexity. How do complexity 
issues travel within and across organizational units? Are logics that influence the 
different subsidiaries comparable across different societal contexts?  For instance, is 
the social responsibility logic the same in Russia and the U.K.? Do efforts of identity 
reconstitution initiated at headquarters resonate with various local subsidiaries?  While 
our study focused more on detailing institutional bricolage and identity reconstitution 
efforts at a MNE headquarters, it is important to understand how these processes play 
out across the entire enterprise.  Research of this nature would help expand the scope 
of the institutional logics perspective while also enhancing our understanding of multi-
national enterprises and challenges related to globalization.
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9. Paper 3: WHAT IS BREWING? BEYOND CONFLICTING LOGICS IN 
CARLSBERG’S RESPONSES TO INSTITUTIONAL COMPLEXITY
LÆRKE HØJGAARD CHRISTIANSEN
Copenhagen Business School
‘An earlier version of this paper was presented at AOM 2012 in an ‘Organization and 
Management Theory’ division paper session entitled, ‘Betwixt and Between Competing 
Institutional Demands’
Abstract
Organizations are often confronted with multiple demands imposed by their 
environment, and while the organization as a whole may face the same pressures, 
responses may differ across the organization. This case study explores how 
organizational actors within five separate divisions of a global brewery group –
headquarters and four subsidiaries – experience and respond to the same institutional 
complexity. That is, the attendance to both social and commercial aspects in relation to 
the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. The comparison showed that the organization 
pursued a number of different responses simultaneously, even within the same units, 
these were categorized into four different types of logic interplay: separation, co-
existence, industry bricolage, and organizational bricolage. This paper contributes to 
the literature on institutional logics by illustrating how and why different logics are 
sometimes perceived to be irreconcilable, while in other instances there is an embrace 
of complexity and synergy. While focalizing the embrace of complexity aspect of the 
study, I theorize four different aspects that prompt organizational identification with 
the issue and three mechanisms that drive logic bridging in organizational bricolage.
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INTRODUCTION
How and why is the interplay between logics constructed in the creation of 
organizational responses to institutional complexity? The challenges related to 
organizations dealing with institutional complexity and multiple logics is an area that is 
currently receiving a lot of interest among scholars (e.g., Greenwood, Reaynard, 
Kodeih, Micelotta, and Lounsbury 2011; Thornton, Ocasio and Lounsbury 2012; and, 
Lounsbury and Boxenbaum 2013b). Early studies focused on shifts in logics, where
one logic would be dominant in an organization or field, until another one would take 
over (e.g., Thornton 2002; Townley 2002). More recently, studies explored co-existing 
logics that remained in some kind of collaborative engagement but remained separated 
in organizational practice (e.g., Marquis and Lounsbury 2007; Reay and Hinings 
2009). Finally, there is a new turn on the rise, in which scholars find logics to be 
potentially complementary or even blending in organizational practice (e.g., Battilana 
and Dorado 2010; Højgaard Christiansen and Lounsbury 2013/chapter 8). Even though 
research has depicted logic interplay from different approaches, moving from total 
conflict towards a softened version where elements from different logics can somehow 
be unified and mixed as actors are increasingly depicted as partially autonomous from 
the social structure (Thornton et al. 2012: 7,101), we still have to understand how and 
why the interplay between logics is constructed by organizational actors, when does 
blending occur, and when is it not considered an option. 
Institutional logics are a theory and method for understanding the pressures that 
organizations face in their environment. Institutional logics can be described as supra-
organizational patterns of activity (Friedland and Alford 1991), a belief system that
represents a particular worldview, a valuable end, and the appropriate means to achieve 
this end. One strand of research on institutional logics has for some time been focusing 
on shifts in logics and its consequences (e.g., Christensen and Molin 1995; Thornton 
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and Ocasio 1999), although organizations are increasingly depicted as being influenced
by more than one logic simultaneously (e.g., Kraatz and Block 2008). Consequently, 
increasing focus has been given to the interaction and interplay between institutional 
logics and the organizational response to institutional complexity (Greenwood et al.
2011).  
Approaches to logic interplay have often tended to be focused exclusively on the 
conflicts between logics and how they may be decoupled or co-exist by some means.
Most work depicts the presence of multiple logics as a problem that has to somehow be 
handled or managed. In a study of the Canadian healthcare field, Reay and Hinings 
(2009), for example, investigated the persistence of a multiplicity of logics and propose 
that the interaction between logics is managed through collaborative relationships 
between field-level actors. This study is part of a more recent softening of our 
understanding of the relationship between logics, and scholars are exploring how the 
interaction between co-existing logics might also entail a more constructive interplay 
(e.g., Kraatz and Block 2008; Battilana and Dorado 2010; Jarzabkowski, Smets, 
Bednarek, Burke, and Spee 2013); for example, in studies of hybridity. Here the focus 
is on organizations that represent a mix of models, such as microfinance organizations, 
which are the object of study in a research article by Battilana and Dorado (2010). 
They suggest that a sustainable balance between logics is attainable if the 
organization’s identity reflects this balance, in their case between a social and market 
logic. Their attention to the intra-organizational dynamics of practice and identities is 
intriguing, especially since this is an underdeveloped area (Kraatz and Block 2008;
Greenwood et al. 2011: Thornton et al. 2012). Notably, studies that explore 
organizational meaning-making and practices in relation to logic interplay are rare 
(Zilber 2013).
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I seek to extend on these recent prosperous developments and calls by exploring how 
and why the interplay between logics is constructed in the creation of organizational 
responses to institutional complexity, and by paying particular attention to the 
organizational actors’ ideas and interpretations. At this point research has found that 
logics interact in different ways, although far more emphasis has been put on 
controversy rather than the potential positive relations that might also exist 
(Jarzabkowski et al. 2013); however, we need to know more about organizational 
actors’ experiences and meaning-making in these situations of interplay. If we gain a 
better understanding of how and why this interplay between logics is constructed in the 
creation of organizational responses to institutional complexity, we might also get a 
better understanding of how these ideas materialize in different practices, which later 
become institutionalized.
In this paper, I present a case study of different units within Carlsberg Group, the 
fourth largest global brewery group, who are faced with the same challenges in relation 
to handling the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ and increased pressures from 
government, civil society, and the changed public view on alcohol and its role in 
society. The analysis has centered on the units’ conceptualization of responsible 
drinking (RD), which is assumed to be an organizational response to the increased 
pressure. The concept of RD is associated with activities aimed at preventing the 
misuse of alcohol. The perceived challenge in the RD conceptualization is the inherent 
interplay between the organizational engagement in the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’
(social responsibility logic) and the aim of selling the product (market logic); the 
divergence between these institutional logics are vivid and have noticeable practical 
implications. Using an iterative approach, I investigate organizational actors’
understanding of the interplay between logics through a combination of interviews 
with key actors involved in the conceptualization of RD at organizational and industry 
level, studies of organizational and industry documents, as well as observations of 
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meetings. I explore how and why organizational actors experience and construct the 
interplay between logics in the conceptualization of RD. More specifically, I 
investigate how organizational actors in five separate units within Carlsberg Group –
headquarters, and four subsidiaries in UK, Poland, Denmark and Finland – experiences
and responses to the same institutional complexity. The comparison showed that the 
organization pursued a number of different responses simultaneously, even within the 
same units. These were categorized into four different types of logic interplay: 
separation, co-existence, industry bricolage, and organizational bricolage, which all 
materialized in different kinds of response practice. This paper contributes to the 
literature on institutional logics by illustrating how and why different logics are 
sometimes perceived to be irreconcilable, while at other instances there is a perceived 
synergy and the embracing of complexity. While focalizing the embrace of complexity 
aspect of the study, I theorize four different aspects that prompt organizational 
identification with the issue and three mechanisms that drive logic bridging in 
organizational bricolage.
I begin by summarizing the current literature regarding institutional logics and the 
interplay between logics, while highlighting the potential for case studies made at the 
organizational level. Next, I describe the research setting and methods, and present my 
findings and analysis, which will be followed by a discussion and conclusion.
INSTITUTIONAL LOGICS AND COUPLING
Institutional logics is a theory and a method for understanding the institutional 
pressures that societal-level culture exerts on organizations through different meaning 
systems that form the action and interactions of organizations and individuals 
(Thornton, Jones, and Kury 2005; Thornton and Ocasio 2008). Thornton and Ocasio 
(1999: 804) define institutional logics as: “the socially constructed, historical pattern 
of material practices, assumptions, values, beliefs, and rules by which individuals 
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produce and reproduce their material subsistence, organize time and space, and 
provide meaning to their social reality.” The fundamental idea is that logics constrain 
and enable actors’ behavior, as well as shape their actions because logics represent sets 
of expectations for social relations and behavior (Goodrick and Reay 2011). At the 
core of the institutional logics perspective is the idea of incompatible prescriptions 
from different institutional logics, which was introduced by Friedland and Alford 
(1991) in their groundbreaking article. Scholars are puzzled by how organizations 
handle the multiplicity of logics since the following of one logic might sometimes 
require the defiance of another (Kratz and Block 2008; Pache and Santos 2010). 
This institutional multiplicity (or complexity) is a fundamental focus point that
continues to be debated within the logics literature as a source for change, conflicted 
co-existence, and finally, as potentially complementary or even blending in 
organizational practice.
Early studies on logics focused on how conflicts in logics could cause institutional 
change, which arose from within organizations; this made it possible for scholars to 
counter the critiques that were often raised at institutional theory for being overtly 
static and focused on homogeneity within industries (Hirch and Lounsbury 1997). The 
fundamental idea is that organizations, influenced by ambiguous demands, have some 
degree of autonomy in prioritizing these different demands, although they still 
acknowledge the embedded agency of the organizational actors (Thornton and Ocasio 
2008; Seo and Creeds 2002). Early institutional logics studies consisted mainly of 
industry- and field-level analysis that illustrated the effects of shifts in institutional 
logics over time (Lounsbury and Boxenbaum 2013a), (e.g., Christensen and Molin 
1995; Haveman and Rao 1997; Thornton and Ocasio 1999; Lounsbury 2002). The 
common conception was that one logic would be dominant in a field, and then 
gradually there would be a shift towards a new logic. Despite many of these early 
studies being macro-level studies, a few of them addressed the micro-level, focusing 
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on the transformations occurring at the organizational level. For instance, Christensen 
and Molin (1995), who, via the use of a longitudinal case study of the Danish Red 
Cross, showed that changing institutional logics shaped and defined the problems, 
solutions, and participants, as well as the interests that determined the developing 
shape of the organization.
Today, however, institutional scholars acknowledge that organizations are exposed to 
multiple and even conflicting institutional demands simultaneously (Friedland and
Alford 1991; Kraatz and Block 2008; Thornton and Ocasio 2008; Reay and Hinings 
2009), and that homogeneity is not simply a temporary stage. Instead, the different 
prescriptions and sets of expectations from different legitimating audiences conflict in 
organizations’ operations and practices; therefore, organizational actors have to find 
ways to manage these contradictions in their practices. Studies of organizational 
responses to institutional complexity have therefore recently been made (e.g., Battilana 
and Dorado 2010; Pache and Santos 2010).
Still, the organizational dynamics involved in creating organizational responses to 
institutional complexity has been given very little attention empirically (Greenwood et 
al. 2011; Pache and Santos 2010) .To address this lack of attention, Pache and Santos 
(2010) produce a general model from a comparative case study, proposing that 
organizations respond to competing logics by selectively combining practices from 
each of the individual logics. Even though this study and others (e.g., Battilana and 
Dorado 2010; Jarzabkowski et. al, 2013) is taking the institutional logics perspective in 
a new and interesting direction, emphasis seems to have somehow remained on 
organizational-level structures and practices. A similar observation has recently been 
made by Zilber (2013), who notes that too little attention is paid to organizational 
actors’ ideas and interpretations. She goes on to make a call for increased attention to 
the underlying meaning systems and how they change and evolve. However, this 
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attention to underlying meaning systems is actually a focus of the research stream, 
which has come to be known as Scandinavian institutionalism. This stream has 
traditionally studied the intra-organizational level and how organizations respond to 
institutional pressures (Boxenbaum and Standgaard Pedersen 2009; Westenholz, 
Standgaard Pedersen, and Dobbin 2006), and some studies have even addressed the 
processes related to the organizational integration of multiple logics (e.g., Borum and 
Westenholz 1995; Waldorff and Greenwood 2011; Christiansen and Lounsbury 2013). 
I find this line of research to be promising, notably because at this point we know that 
logics interact in different ways, although to some degree we have focused more on the 
controversy than the potential positive relations that might also exist (Jarzabkowski et
al. 2013); we need to know more about organizational actors experiences and meaning 
making in these situations of logic interplay. If we gain a better understanding of how 
and why this interplay between logics is constructed in the creation of organizational 
responses to institutional complexity, and if we gain a better understanding of 
organizational actors’ experience of logic interplay, whether conflicting or synergetic, 
it would provide us with a better understanding of how these ideas materialize in 
different practices.
In this paper, I draw on the concept of ‘institutional bricolage’ (Christiansen and
Lounsbury 2013/chapter 8; Glynn 2008) and the recently developed conception of a 
softened version of logic interplay, where elements from different logics can somehow 
be unified and mixed, as actors are increasingly depicted as partially autonomous from 
the social structure (Thornton et al. 2012: 7,101). This depiction of actors as relatively 
autonomous and capable of mixing goes suitably with the concept of bricolage (Lévi-
Strauss 1962/66). The notion of bricolage refers to the way a “bricoleur” builds a 
structure (i.e., knowledge) by using whatever is available, within a restricted 
environment, to get the job done. The “bricoleur” uses the remains and debris of 
events, fossilized evidence of the history of an individual or society, to construct 
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something new, for which the individual parts were not originally intended (Lévi-
Strauss, 1962/66). The concept is increasingly being adopted by researchers within
organizational studies (Duymedjian and Rüliling, 2010; Boxenbaum and Rouleau, 
2011); for example, Boxenbaum and Rouleau (2011) used the concept of bricolage to 
explain the process of new knowledge production. Others (Pedersen and Dobbin 2006; 
Glynn and Abzug 2002; Glynn 2008) emphasize that organizations tend to be 
constructed by “bricks” that are available in their institutional environment. As 
organizations have to operate in a complex environment, they have to respond to a 
multiplicity of institutional pressures. Thus, organizations are made up of different 
elements derived from different institutional domains (logics). This idea is specified in 
a recent article where Lounsbury and I (Christiansen and Lounsbury 2013/chapter 8) 
explore how institutional logics may be bridged via a process of ‘institutional 
bricolage’, which we define as the process through which organizational actors 
combine elements from different logics to construct new artifacts, in this case a 
guidebook to reconstitute their organizational identity. Our main argument was that 
institutional bricolage fundamentally involves a reconstitution of an organization’s 
identity. This paper touches on a slightly different but connected aspect identification,
in this respect I draw on the work that has been made within organizational 
identification (e.g. Elsbach and Bhattacharya, 2001; Dutton, Dukerich and Harquil, 
1994; Ashforth and Mael 1989). Traditionally this perspective describes organizational 
identification as being indicated by organizational members’ self-perceptions of 
“oneness” with the organization (Mael and Ashforth 1992). In this paper I extend that 
to the industry level, a collective industry level identification. In other words this is not 
a question of organizational member’s identification with the organization; rather it is 
about the links that are perceived between the organizational identities and the 
identities of an industry collective (group).
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In this paper, while elaborating on the current literature on logic interplay and
institutional bricolage,  I consider that the interplay between logics might be 
constructed differently within and across an organization and explore how and why 
different logics are sometimes perceived to be irreconcilable, while at other instances 
there is an embrace of complexity and synergy. This is done through a case study of 
Carlsberg Group and their different responses to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’.
METHODS
Research Setting and the Case
In recent years, the brewery industry’s traditional challenges have intensified. 
Alcoholic beverages are now commonly associated with being unhealthy, this general 
perception combined with encroaching ‘tobacco conditions’ and the tightening of 
legislation in a number of countries, increasing regulation and taxation of alcohol, 
threatens to further damage the industry’s legitimacy. Regulatory pressures come from 
global, regional, and national bodies, e.g., the World Health Organization’s (WHO) 
2010 global strategy to reduce the harmful use of alcohol, which calls for intensive 
action to reduce the availability of alcohol; and the Global Alcohol Policy Alliance call 
for similar approaches to that taken with the tobacco industry, by addressing 
advertising, increasing taxation, and reducing the availability of alcohol. This change 
of circumstance has come to be known as the ‘new public health movement’, which 
focuses on the promotion of preventive measures to fight existing and developing 
health threats so as to prolong the life and improve the life quality of populations. It 
began in the nineties and, today, manifests itself in health organizations such as the 
WHO (Goldstein, Goon and Yach, 1995; Tulinsky and Varavikova 2010). In the wake 
of the new public health movement and the increased scrutiny of products that are 
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considered to have a negative impact on the broader public health such as tobacco, 
fast-food, soft drinks, and alcohol, the changes in our understanding of these products 
and their legitimacy are a considerable challenge for the companies that produce and 
sell them. As a consultant within the European alcohol industry elaborated:
“[…] the regulatory environment has changed, the political environment has changed, 
and government has become far more interventionist.  I think also in the health 
fraternity there’s been a view that now that they’ve won the tobacco fight, that alcohol 
and obesity are the next two issues that they are most interested in solving.”
In the alcohol and brewery industry, the concept of RD is commonly associated with 
activities aimed at preventing the misuse of alcohol. The industry has established
common ground within this area and in professional associations such as ‘Brewers of 
Europe’ and ‘British Beer & Pub Association’, where breweries work with self-
regulation to comply with the norms and values of society. Meanwhile, some brewers 
and alcohol producers are doing their own separate RD initiatives.
In light of these changes, I have been conducting a case study of Carlsberg Group’s 
concept-ualization of RD to explore how and why organizational actors construct the 
interplay between different institutional logics.  The organization has to, on the one 
hand, deal and engage in the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ (social responsibility 
logic), while on the other hand, it has to sell its products (market logic). RD is one of 
Carlsberg’s key CSR areas, and an area that is considered to be the prominent CSR 
area within the brewery (and alcohol) industry. Working with the RD concept entails
organizational actors finding ways to manage the inherent institutional complexities 
related to dealing with this issue.
The Carlsberg Group is a global player present in 150 markets, operating 85 breweries 
across 46 countries, and employing 41.000 people. Today, Carlsberg Group is partly 
owned by the Carlsberg Foundation, which gained ownership of the company in 1887 
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after the founder, J.C. Jacobsen (1811-1887), passed away. In Denmark the foundation 
supports research within the social sciences, humanities, and natural sciences. Still, the 
foundation and its social mission is structurally separate from the company and it was 
not until 2008 that Carlsberg Group headquarters started working on formalizing their 
global CSR strategy, meaning that they started to formulate and implement what they 
call ‘the glocal approach’ in different CSR focus areas. Thus, emphasizing the balance 
between being global and operating locally. At the global level, the Carlsberg Group is 
one of the late adopters of CSR within the brewery industry, but many of its
subsidiaries have been working with conceptualizing CSR locally.
The RD conceptualization has been chosen through a process of theoretical sampling 
(Glaser and Strauss 1967), and it is a significant research object because the aim of the 
project is to change Carlsberg’s behavior towards their audiences (different stakeholder 
groups) and thereby their image. At the same time, RD is a concept that does not have 
one single interpretation; instead, it is a complex construct representing different 
responses to institutional complexity. The organizational actors’ conceptualizations of 
responsible drinking involve the interaction between the social responsibility logic and 
the market logic. The interaction between these two occurred in different ways, which 
will be elaborated on in the findings section. In this study, I sat out to understand the 
organizational actors’ interpretations and rationalizations in relation to their way of 
handling the interplay between the logics. From my early observations at headquarters,
I knew that both logics were represented in the Carlsberg Group’s conceptualization of 
RD; however, I was curious as to how and why they varied across the different units. 
Table 9.1 presents summary data about the units and their RD engagement, and I will 
briefly outline each of the units in the following. 
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Carlsberg Group headquarters (referred to as headquarters from now on) has been 
working with its conceptualization of a global CSR approach since 2008, right after a 
new SVP of Communication was appointed (later SVP of Communication and Group 
CSR), and, in general, the actors expressed that, for their size, they were late adopters 
compared to competitors. Still, several subsidiaries had been working with the area for 
years. A central part of the development from 2008 to 2010 has been work with 
different CSR-related policy areas: Environment, Labour & Human Rights; Health 
Safety; Business Ethics; Responsible Supplier Management; Community Engagement;
Marketing Communication; Community Engagement; and Responsible Drinking.
These efforts were supported by the development of a CSR governance structure, 
which has been created to secure functional ownership for the different areas. In 
relation to RD, it is marketing that is formally the functional owners of RD and the 
marketing communication policy. Despite this, CSR are still the initiators and primary 
drivers of the implementation of both areas, and the RD manager, who was hired in 
2010 to create a strategic group approach to RD, is physically positioned in the CSR 
department. The CSR department is generally considered to be the primary driver of 
the Group RD conceptualization, although the process involves interaction and 
negotiations with marketing-related actors as well, despite their commitment to the RD 
idea agenda being rather uneven.
Carlsberg UK is one of the ‘original export markets’ (from 1968), and it is the fourth
largest brewer in the UK, with a 15 percent market share. The UK unit is considered to 
be one of the ‘frontrunners’ in Carlsberg Group, notably, for the industry’s collective 
approach to dealing with the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. Their engagement is 
primarily driven through industry level organizations such as British Beer & Pub 
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Association and Portman Group26
Carlsberg Poland (Polska) is a merger of several local polish breweries that were 
acquired by Carlsberg Group during the zeroes (Bosman, Kasztelan, and Piast 
breweries), and today it has the third largest market share in the polish market.
Carlsberg Poland engages with the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ exclusively through 
initiatives made through the industry association because an organizational approach is 
depicted as being both irrelevant and illegitimate in the eyes of organizational 
audiences. Meaning, that the understanding is that brewers should not engage in ‘social 
matters’ directly. Furthermore, the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ is not considered to 
be a large problem within the polish community, therefore the impetus of the industry 
initiatives are the ideas and inspiration that come into the country through international 
brewers such as Carlsberg Group and others, as well as Brewers of Europe. Hence,
many of the industry initiatives have been modeled on initiatives made by other 
European industry associations. 
, which focus on self-regulation through industry 
CSR codes of conduct, marketing policies, and guidelines. In addition to these 
initiatives, ‘Drinkaware’ has been established as the RD organization, with an aim to: 
“Increase awareness, improve attitudes and affect positive changes in behaviour 
related to alcohol consumption” (Drinkaware, Annual report, 2010: 3). The 
Drinkaware trust was founded by the collective industry in 2007 after an agreement 
between the government and the industry. Carlsberg UK and other brewers and alcohol
produces have committed to promoting Drinkaware and the idea of moderate drinking.
Carlsberg Denmark first became a separate subsidiary in 2000. That being said, 
Carlsberg Denmark and Carlsberg Group have a shared history and had shared a 
location until October 2012, when the unit moved 500 meters down the street. 
26 The Portman Group is the UK social responsibility body for drinks producers, focused on industry 
self-regulation.
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Carlsberg Denmark is the market leader, with a 63 percent market share, and in 2012 
they were selected as the pilot country (by headquarters) to develop an organizational 
approach to RD, driven by marketing and linked to the product brands. Their aim was 
that RD should become an integrated part of the organization’s interaction with the 
consumers. Prior to this development, RD initiatives were primarily made by 
organizational actors within communication or initiated by the local industry 
association, ‘Bryggeriforeningen’.  
Sinebrychoff, one of the newer members of Carlsberg Group, was acquired in 1999 and 
is one of the few subsidiaries that have kept their original name. The company was 
founded in 1819 by Nicholai Sinebrychoff and remained a family-owned brewery until 
Carlsberg acquired it.  Sinebrychoff is the market leader in Finland, and in 2012 they 
had a 46 percent market share. In the 1800s, the company owners developed extensive 
healthcare programs for their employees. Furthermore, the founders were very 
philanthropic and engaged in the local community through donations and the 
establishment of different foundations that, for example, assisted children in 
elementary schools and took care of the elderly. This history and societal commitment 
is still present symbolically in artifacts, such as original painted portraits of Nicholai 
and Anna Sinebrychoff, corporate books telling the history of the brewery, and in local 
decoration e.g. in the main entrance, there is a complete family tree outlining the 
Sinebrychoff family up until today. The company engages in RD initiatives that are 
subtle, such as their ‘beer and food program’, which indirectly urges consumers to 
consume in moderation. The more explicit RD initiatives addressing the potential 
misuse of the product directly are made through the industry association.   
Data Collection
To understand the conceptualization of RD in Carlsberg, data has been collected at 
headquarters, and four subsidiaries, one (Carlsberg Denmark) of which was doing a 
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pilot implementation of RD supported by headquarters. The analysis has centered on 
the units’ conceptualization of responsible drinking (RD), which is assumed to be an 
organizational response to the increased pressure. The concept of RD is associated with 
activities aimed at preventing the misuse of alcohol. Carlsberg’s conceptualization of 
RD has been chosen because it entails that organizational actors find ways to handle 
the inherent interplay between the organizational engagement in the issue of ‘alcohol-
related harm’ (social responsibility logic) and the aim of selling the product (market 
logic); the divergence between these institutional logics are vivid and have noticeable 
practical implications. More specifically, I investigate how organizational actors in five 
separate units within Carlsberg Group – headquarters, and four subsidiaries in UK, 
Poland, Denmark and Finland – experiences and responses to the same institutional 
complexity. The following data sources have been utilized: Interviews with key RD 
stakeholders, analysis of organizational/field documents, as well as observations of 
meetings. An overview of the data inventory is presented in Table 9.2. 
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Semi-structured interviews: A total of 36 interviews were conducted at Carlsberg
Group head-quarters, the local subsidiaries, and field-level organizations such as 
industry associations and special interest groups (local, regional, and global). The 
initial informants were selected based on their association with the area of RD as 
important input givers and/or decision makers. Carlsberg informants were managers 
within Communication, Marketing and/or CSR. As the emerging themes appeared, I
proceeded with purposeful sampling (Locke 2001). 
The interviews were based on an interview guide (please see appendix 2) that was 
developed prior to and during data collection. I used the initial organizational data 
collection, as well as the first pilot interview, to form the initial interview guide. It was 
later altered as the theory started to take form. In the interviews, informants were asked 
about their conceptualization of RD; the aims, strategies, opportunities and challenges 
in RD as well as in the implementation of it; and the informants’ own role in relation to 
the project and their own experiences with RD and CSR, for example, in relation to 
policy making and implementation. In later interviews (including all subsidiary 
interviews), I also probed about the source of their inspiration, such as competitors, 
industry associations, other industries, and the local country organizations. The 
interviews ranged from 45 to 90 minutes, were recorded, and then transcribed. The 
long interviews were usually formal during the recording, followed by more informal 
conversations during lunch, over coffee, and so on. The informal conversations were
noted down in a logbook afterwards. 
Archival sources: Organizational documents were collected from when the CSR 
department was established in 2008 and up until 2013 (see Table 9.2). Data from 
archives were collected based on the information received during the interviews, 
observations, and organizational data. I chose not to define the issue and associated 
concepts a priori, instead let it emerge from the data in a bottom-up fashion; therefore,
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this study is exclusively based on the informants’ descriptions and interpretations made 
in relation to the issue and their understanding of relevant external constituents. I 
collected the organizational documents in three ways: First, my main contact at 
Carlsberg initially gave me access to about a hundred documents, including all CSR 
policies and guidelines, presentations of the CSR organization, strategies, competitor 
analyses, as well as all presentations that the CSR unit had made for the Carlsberg 
Group executive committee (in the period from 2008 to 2010). Second, I collected 
more specific documents related to RD in parallel with the interviews and 
observations. During the observations of meetings and conversations, different 
documents would be presented and/or discussed, and during their interviews,
informants would also refer to documents as sources of inspiration, i.e., a marketing 
communication guideline form ‘Brewers of Europe’, a market report on CSR policy 
implementation, and a manual from the Danish Enterprise and Construction Authority. 
Finally, I did follow up desk research on organizations, events, and campaigns 
mentioned by the informants. The archival sources contributed to my understanding of 
Carlsberg Group, the organizational actors, and the RD conceptualization. I used these 
to, at first, get familiar with the research setting and in preparation for unit visits, and 
later on to compare and elaborate on my observations from the interviews and 
meetings. 
Observations of RD project meetings: I attended seven meetings at headquarters about 
the development of the ‘RD Guide book’ in the period from December 2010 to May 
2011. These meetings included discussion meetings, work meetings, meetings with PR 
consultants, and a weekly staff meeting. In addition to the meetings observed at 
headquarters, I observed two meetings regarding the execution of the RD project in the 
spring of 2013 at the subsidiary chosen for “pilot implementation”. These meeting 
observations provided valuable information about the interaction and negotiations 
occurring in the RD projects’ development process, the organizational stakeholders, 
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organizational structure, past events and practices, and strategies for implementation 
and upcoming events. But most importantly, it allowed me to get a better insight into 
organizational actors’ ideas and interpretations in relation to the process of logic 
combination.  
Together, these sources gave me insight into the different logics represented within the 
RD conceptualization, i.e., the different belief systems, their prioritization, and the 
organizational actors’ attempts to handle the interaction between different means and 
goals.
Data Analysis
An iterative approach has been utilized, travelling back and forth between the data, 
pertinent literature, and the emergent theory to develop the theory further. This method 
allows theory to emerge from the data, which leads to a better insight into the research 
field. While this is an inductively inspired study28
28 While I consider my approach to be inductively oriented, others might find that my analytical 
approach has been more abductive in nature (Eriksson and Kovalainen 2008), since I did focus on 
logics. However, according to Locke (2003) using an inductive model does not mean that prior theory 
cannot be integrated.
, I will describe the method used in 
my research and explicate the process through which the theory was extracted from or 
‘grounded’ in the data (Glaser and Strauss 1967). The data was initially coded in the 
software program Nvivo 9, which helped me structure the analysis and keep track of 
the different data elements in the analysis, and further allowed me to gain an overall 
impression of themes, logics, and links within the dataset. The data analysis consisted 
of three steps. First, I coded the initial material from headquarters to explore what 
logics were represented across the dataset.  In this first step, the coding was open so as 
to allow for the discovery of different themes in the material. Even though the coding 
was focused on institutional logics, other themes emerged, which then formed the 
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foundation for the next two steps as the analysis took shape. First, broad themes were 
identified, focusing on the rationalizations 
and referents made to the different logics. Then, I studied the rationalizations made 
within the themes to find what belief systems they represented; these were grouped 
into three broader categories of institutional logics, two of which are elaborated in the 
next section and outlined in Table 9.3. The third logic at play, was resembled a 
“community logic” (Marquis, Lounsbury and Greenwood, 2011). However, after 
thorough analyses of the empirical material and discussions with other scholars, I
decided not to classify this communal aspect as a separate logic (community logic) but 
instead as a question of level of identification with the issue through industry
collaboration and a mutual assurance. This aspect therefore shaped the organizational 
responses; however, it was not a question of logics but rather one of the organizational 
actors’ levels of identification with the issue as something that was significant for the 
industry and/or for the organization as a separate entity. In the second step, I identified 
the same two logics in Carlsberg UK and explored how the logics were coupled in the 
material from headquarters and Carlsberg UK. Here, I found two different ways of 
combining logics – organizational bricolage and industry bricolage (although they 
initially had different names), which will be elaborated in the findings section. I also
made explored why the logics were coupled in this particular way. From my data 
collection in Sinebrychoff, Carlsberg Poland, and the ‘RD pilot project country’, 
Carlsberg Denmark, I learned that there was at least two additional way of coupling,
and I therefore conducted an additional analysis including the new material. My aim 
was to get a broader, but still fine-grained, understanding of the ways in which 
Carlsberg Group constructs the interplay between logics in their RD conceptualization. 
Thus, in the final step, I searched thoroughly for how and why the logics were coupled, 
focusing on places in the data where the different logics would appear together. This 
included exploring conflicts that were presented and how they were managed. More 
specifically I coded the interviews and observation notes once again for “extension” 
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(Lincoln and Guba, 1985) to develop and extend the comparison between the different 
units. The coding was systematized in an Excel spreadsheet to get an overview of the 
patterns within and across the cases.
Before moving onto the findings, I want to note that I consider the empirical material 
to be rich and multifaceted in such a way that enables the development of empirically 
grounded ideas and conceptualizations about the constructed interplay between logics 
in general. However, I do not claim that I can prove exactly how these mechanisms 
work ‘universally’. Rather, the purpose of this empirical study is exploratory; it seeks 
to explore the intra-organizational interplay between logics and display the 
mechanisms that enable bridging and synergy, which may in turn inspire future 
research.  
THE COUPLING OF LOGICS 
The empirical observations from the different organizational units helped me 
understand, from a micro-level perspective, how the local organizational practices in 
relation to RD was related in the way that the interplay between the social 
responsibility and the market logic was handled. In the different units, there were both 
similarities and differences in how the interplay was handled; these will be outlined in 
the following. Table 9.3 gives a comparative overview of the logics, illustrating the 
characteristics of the logics. 
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TABLE 9.3
Comparative overview of the logics represented in the RD conceptualization
Social responsibility logic Market logic
Belief systems 
(what goals are 
pursued within the 
field) 
-Live up to ethical responsibility 
toward stakeholders/society.
Build competitive position
Increase profits
Focus Stakeholder relation.
Environmental impact.
Societal concerns, that is, health 
issues and public opinion in general.
Return on investment
Brand positioning
Global standardization 
Rules for 
achievement 
- Live up to ethical standards in 
field.
- Efficiency
- Increased market shares
- Clear positioning
- Reduced governmental legislation
Associated 
Practices
(means for 
pursuing goals)
- Not encourage more than moderate 
drinking.
- Contributing to minimizing the 
downsides of the product.
- Encouraging and helping 
consumers with public 
transportation to and from concerts.
- Help run RD campaigns.
- Sell as much beer as possible, no 
matter what it takes.
- Run campaigns that get the products 
sold and claim distinction.
- Invent new products that satisfy 
consumers’ needs for alcohol/beer 
products – and for “getting drunk”.
Exemplary quotes “We [‘brewers’] have a very clear 
position on how to combat abuse, 
we have a very clear understanding 
that brewers should play or ought to 
play an active role in relation to this 
matter. It is our product and 
therefore we must, of course, also 
help to ensure that consumers 
consume it in a responsible and 
sensible manner” (Public Affairs 
Manager).
“The Business Case for Leadership[on 
RD]: Proactive stance on responsibility 
can build positive brand association; 
manage reputatational risk; build 
platform for advocacy; and open new 
markets”
(RD Guidebook document: ‘Why do 
responsible drinking campaigns’,
2011:32)
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The Social Responsibility Logic
The social responsibility logic has a strong history in Carlsberg. Even though a 
Corporate Social Responsibility unit has only rather recently been developed and a 
commitment has been made to the Global Compact in 2008, the company has a 
heritage that is present in the understanding of Carlsberg’s social responsibility 
towards society. The following interview extract illustrates the importance of the 
organizational heritage:
“We have a long history as a business, trying to do the right thing from a societal 
perspective and obviously, that culture is very important to us and there is almost an 
inherent culture in the business as well around responsibility, if you go back to 
Jacobsen and people like that. Part of the reason that Jacobsen sat up part of what he 
did, was a desire to, in his mind, develop society and improve society […] that is still 
at the heart of Carlsberg as a business. And you only have to see what the business 
does in Denmark in terms of the foundation, it clearly has a strong role in society”
                                                            (Strategy & Marketing Manager, Carlsberg UK).
Many informants across the different units emphasized that this heritage and the 
Carlsberg Foundation are an important part of ‘who we are’, and some even explicitly 
reflected on how it shaped their behavior and actions. One of the units, Sinebrychoff,
had its own local heritage, which seemed to have a similar significance for the local 
organizational actors:
“You just have to remember that the company has been in the market for a 162 years, 
we ought to be here the next 200 years. And you don’t change a country’s drinking 
culture over a night, it takes generations, but we need to do our part, because we have 
to earn our mandate to produce alcohol.”                                                                              
                (Communication Manager, Sinebrychoff)
Although there is an external pressure in relation to social responsibility, the logic is 
also perceived as an important part of organizational actors’ claimed organizational 
identity. Hence, the presence of the social responsibility logic in Carlsberg and in the 
conceptualization of responsible drinking is not exclusively about conforming to an 
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external societal pressure. In my empirical observations, I have noted that this societal 
engagement, the foundation, and the philanthropic heritage were cherished by 
informants and gave them a feeling of tradition and pride based on the fact that society 
would benefit from the company’s fortune.
Another aspect of the social responsibility logic is that this investment in society and 
the greater good of society is also a long-term investment for the company. One of the 
most fundamental assumptions in the social responsibility logic is that the company is 
an integrated part of society, and that they are fundamentally interlinked; when the 
local community and society does well, so does the company and vice versa. In many 
ways it resembles what has recently been labeled a ‘community logic’ (Marquis and 
Lounsbury 2007; Marquis, Lounsbury and Greenwood 2011); that is, a logic and idea 
that has its roots in Tönnies’ (1887) conceptualization of Gemainschaft (community) as 
a common purpose and will, which steer the individual’s beliefs and actions. The 
individual has a responsibility to act for the greater good of the community of which 
she or he is a part; this aspect is evident in both of the selected quotes above. 
The Market Logic
The dominant logic within Carlsberg is characterized by profit maximization via 
classic textbook focus areas such as marketing, brand building, return on investment, 
management control, market expansion, global standardization (same model works 
everywhere), and economies of scale. This list reflects the very dominant and broad 
societal logic of the market (in contemporary Western society) as theorized by 
Friedland and Alford (1991). I found that this logic was a cognitive truth that nobody 
questioned, in as much as all initiatives and all work practices have to be legitimized 
within the market logic. 
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In all of the units, the strength of the market logic meant that ‘marketing professionals’
were the key constituents; are responsible for the majority of the organizations
interaction with external audiences. This communication is primarily directed towards 
consumers but reaches far beyond this group to policy makers, social aspect 
organizations, and broader society. Therefore, the marketing professionals’ support and 
engagement were critical for how the interplay between logics occurred. Marketing’s 
control and power was generally recognized by organizational actors from CSR, 
Communication, and Public Affairs, who were all the most committed to the 
implementation of RD and the ones to push for and argue for the values and ideals of 
the social responsibility logic. In general, the commitment and engagement of the 
marketing practitioners were agreed to be decisive in relation to RD, as the following 
quotes illustrate: 
“We [CSR and Communication] are trying to raise the bar a little.  Our general 
strategy is the same, we have a group strategy in relation to RD which is made 
centrally and implemented locally, but this local implementation means that one must 
move through the marketing driven process”
                                                                                           (Headquarters CSR Manager)
“The Management need to recognize that ’marketing’ also has a responsibility in 
relation to maintaining our commercial platform in the years to come. There will be 
little interest in complying with our marketing standards [policies and guidelines] until 
it becomes part of their KPI’s [key performance indicators]. What gets measured gets 
done, right!”
                                                                           (Headquarters Public Affairs Manager)
I identified two different types of effort to create a commitment among the marketing 
practitioners. The first was of a more regulative nature (Scott 2008), as initiatives 
consisted of industry and organizational self-regulation, as well as the implementation 
of different kinds of governance systems. These efforts were present in all the units to 
a greater or lesser extent. In this regard, I will note that headquarters has been doing 
follow-up surveys on the ‘implementation of the Carlsberg Group Marketing 
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Communication Policy’; although, many of the units were following local industry 
self-regulation systems. In this regard, several of the informants noted that these 
systems were more or less similar and modeled on the same industry association idea. 
The second type of effort is a more ‘normative’ (Scott 2008) conception of a
legitimacy imperative, emphasizing that the engagement in RD was the norm and 
expected by all internal and external audiences, “a must have CSR area.” The 
arguments made internally were that it was impossible to be a brewer selling an 
alcohol product without engaging in the problem of the potential misuse of the product. 
In addition, references were often made to the developments within the tobacco 
industry, and the fact that tobacco producers had taken a wrong approach, while 
explicating that there were parallels between tobacco and alcohol. Although, all 
references to tobacco were followed by explicit justifications as to how there were still 
crucial differences: “one of the most, and the biggest difference, is that moderate 
smoking is not good for you, and it’s not good for the people around you, whereas 
moderate drinking is” (Manager, industry non-profit organization).
Although the market logic dominated in all of the organizational units’ approach to 
RD, they represented some form of unification of the social responsibility logic and the 
market logic. While both logics were present, there were differences in how and why 
the interplay between them was enacted in local RD approaches and initiatives.
Carlsberg Group’s Types of Coupling
From my comparison of the different units (see comparative overview in Table 9.4), it 
became evident that there were two primary dimensions on which the different units 
varied: level of identification with the issue (collective and/or organizational 
construction of responses) and in the perceived interplay between the two logics. 
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The first dimension represents the significant differences in the level of identification
with the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. The level of identification with the issue of 
‘alcohol-related harm’ was one of the main dimensions determining the response. The 
organizational members understood and constructed the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’
as a concern for the organization or the industry as a whole, which determined whether 
or not they engaged in organization-led RD initiatives. In other words, if the 
organizational members understood themselves as being part of the united industry 
collective, i.e., ‘we are brewers’, they would act in accordance with industry standards 
and support collective RD initiatives, while a conception of the issue as a concern for 
the entity triggered an engagement in organization-led initiatives. Although this study 
touches on the aspect of level, the object of study are the organizational actors, and
their interpretation and actions in relation to the interplay between logics. Hence, all 
aspects of the findings that move beyond the organizational ‘boarder’ have been 
included based on the bottom-up approach described in the method section. 
The second primary dimension was related to the interplay between the logics. In
relation to the different approaches to RD, actors’ accounts illustrated a variation in 
how much synergy they saw between the two logics, for example, some saw them as 
heavily conflicting and attempted to keep them more or less separate. In these 
instances, there would be no or few organizational initiatives to tackle the issue of 
‘alcohol-related harm’, and then RD initiatives made in industry collaboration were
understood to be more prosperous; whereas others believed there were large synergies 
between them and attempted to unite them in their daily practice and conceptualization 
of RD. 
These two empirically-derived primary dimensions are used to dig deeper into how and 
why a certain way of coupling was selected and they provide the categorical backdrop 
for the elaboration on the four types or categories of logic interplay present in 
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Carlsberg Group’s responses to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. The differences 
found in relation to the level of identification and coupling in the comparison between 
the different units made certain patterns evident. Taking point of departure in the 
organizational actors’ accounts and in the RD initiatives that were taken within each 
unit or its associated industry association, four different types of logic interplay were 
derived. These four different types of logic interplay have been visualized in Figure 9.1
and will be elaborated on in the following. 
The types of logic interplay could either be the unit’s only response, or co-exist 
alongside other types of response (without any linkage). Table 9.5 display the data 
constitution of the different types of logic interplay (please see dissertation appendix 
3). In the following, I will describe the four different ways of responding to the 
institutional complexity related to the conceptualization of RD. As I have explained in
the method section, this is a study of the organizational actors, thus it is these actors’
Collective Industry
Construction
Loose-coupling 
of logics
Organizational (Entity)
Construction
Co-existing Organizational 
bricolage
Separation Industry bricolage
Bricolage of 
Figure 9.1: The four different types of logic interplay. 
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understandings and interpretations that is focal; however, these are clearly 
contextualized within common industry ideas and frames of appropriate behavior. By 
uncovering these four types of response, we gain a better understanding of how and 
why logics are sometimes perceived to be irreconcilable, while at other times the
embracing of complexity may be perfectly natural to the organizational actors, and 
perhaps even perceived as creating synergy. 
Separation
In the Carlsberg Group, separation occurred when the organizational actors sought to 
engage in responsible drinking solely through industry organizations; in this case, RD 
and industry initiatives were never directly associated with the organization. In other 
words, there was a loose coupling of the social responsibility logic and the market 
logic, but this coupling was more of a collective industry response. 
The organizational actors handling the complexity through separation did not consider 
the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ to be a big problem, ostensibly because they did not 
perceive the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ to be high on the local societal agenda. At 
the same time, the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ was not perceived as being ‘our 
problem’ or ‘our responsibility’. In fact, the widespread perception of RD within the 
model of separation was that it was most likely to have a negative impact on sales if 
such initiatives were to be pursued (which they were not). The potential conflicts in 
uniting the social responsibility logic and the market logic are substantiated in the 
following citation from a subsidiary brand manager: 
“We don’t see it [RD] as something that’s going to help us with the consumer at the 
end of the day.  And when we’re trying to grow a brand as being the sort of beer of 
choice for young consumers, then actually putting out responsible drinking messages 
almost goes against that to be honest.”
This extract illustrates how organizational actors drawing on the market logic 
perceived RD to be incompatible with their daily practices and the goals they are 
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pursuing. One informant from a subsidiary communication department gave the 
following example of the difficulties in uniting different goals:
“We [in communication] have been probing marketing, to somehow base the plot of an 
ad on the responsible drinking message […] and they said: ‘No, it's impossible for us, 
because our brand and the strategy of the brand is to communicate completely 
different things. Our brand strategy is not based on social issues, it’s based on the 
benefits which the consumers wants to have from drinking our beer.”
This model of separation was not surprisingly favored in contexts where the market 
logic dominated considerably, and the marketers would emphasize how their efforts 
are measured through their short-term financial gains by local management and 
headquarters. Therefore, they argued that these efforts should be prioritized. 
Consequently, in this model, organizational actors only use few organizational 
resources to pursue initiatives that do not contribute to ‘short-term’ financial gain. 
Still, at the communal level, there was an identification with the issue of ‘alcohol-
related harm’, meaning that the social responsibility logic and market logic were 
coupled; however, this coupling did not occur in organizational practice. A concrete 
example of the materialization of the separation model is the industry association’s 
development of responsible drinking campaigns against ‘drunk driving’, youth 
drinking, and ‘binge drinking’, and most industry associations have these types of 
initiatives that are completely detached from the member organizations. In 2009 
Browary Polska (the Polish Brewery association) made a campaign in collaboration 
with the local police force called “Appearances can be deceptive, ID is not.” This 
campaign aimed to reduce sales to minors by getting retailers and potential witnesses 
to stop minors, under the legal drinking age, from buying alcohol. The industry 
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association made campaign packages with “educational material” 29 that had been 
made in collaboration with psychologists and the police. These packages included 
posters and stickers for the local retail store, information material for the sales 
personnel on how to handle minors attempting to buy alcohol, as well as a brochure for 
parents. As a follow up on this campaign, the CEO of Browary Polska noted:
“[…] a real difference was made with these activities, aimed to reduce young people’s
access to alcohol. We as an industry, worked together, there was absolutely no focus 
what so ever on individual companies, brands, breweries, or anything like that. It was 
just the association, just one industry, and working together we really made a 
significant change.”
In this citation, the CEO highlights how this was not about the branding or marketing 
of companies; instead, the sole purpose was to create a significant social change – a
change in the public perception of youth drinking and a change in the public’s alcohol 
behavior. However, as this citation also indicates, this community engagement is more 
or less decoupled from the organization, and the RD initiatives, or the development of 
these, were never in anyway associated directly with the organization. This separation 
is crucial within the separation model because a coupling with the market logic is 
experienced as being highly illegitimate and, “the consumers are not ready for that
[…] because the current brand messages are too far from the responsible drinking 
idea” (local Communication Manager).   
Co-existing 
In the model of co-existing logics, the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ is understood as 
a significant problem for the industry and for the organization. Here, the focus is on the 
organization’s own role in aggravating consumers’ inappropriate use of the product via 
29 In general, informants refer to the communication that regard RD and do not include any direct 
marketing messages as ‘educational material’.
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its marketing communication. The risk that is therefore tackled in this model is the risk 
of being labeled as an organization that is directly linked with the problem of ‘alcohol-
related harm’, and as an organization that will use any means to sell its products, no 
matter what consequence this might have for the consumer. Within this 
conceptualization, market goals and social goals are seen as being in stark contrast to 
one another, and there is only a very loose coupling (Weick and Orton 1990;
Boxenbaum and Jonsson, 2008) in initiatives such as self-regulation. Self-regulation is 
created both at industry and group level, as the Carlsberg Group has its own 
‘Marketing Communication Policy’. Although commitment to these self-regulation 
initiatives are often also made as a collective at industry level, I found that the 
commitment in practice is something that occurs within the organization and it is 
fundamentally about actors’ claims of an organizational commitment.
Industry associations such as British Beer & Pub Association and Portman Group30
deal with industry self-regulation and engage in developing industry CSR codes of 
conduct and standards, such as marketing policies and guidelines, standards that have 
the aim of maintaining the ‘commercial platform of the industry’. Although these self-
regulations are targeted at internal organizational marketers who draw on the market 
logic, it instigates a forced coupling; it is an attempt to put top-down restrictions, rules,
and boundaries on the means for pursuing market goals. One informant elaborated on 
this need for the restriction of marketing:
“Have you seen Mad Men? Back when marketing was first invented it was the ‘wild 
west’ and all kinds of claims were made to get the product sold […] that is how it is, 
simply. That is why the legislators have had to find a way to put restrains on these
‘animals’ [marketing practitioners] and again we rather restrain ourselves than have 
others do it, it gives, both us and society a better outcome.”
                (CSR Manager, headquarters)
30 The Portman Group is the UK social responsibility body for drinks producers.
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This citation illustrates the conflict and that this idea of social responsibility is not an 
integrated part of marketing practice. However, the CSR and communication 
employees see a legitimacy imperative for at least covering ‘the basics’ so that the 
organization’s marketing practitioners do not aggravate or are seen to encourage 
‘irresponsible drinking’. In that respect, they attempt to change marketing’s behavior 
via self-regulation. Hence, the codes of conduct are formal demands that the 
organizational actors within marketing are compelled to adopt; however, not without 
attempts at defiance and manipulation (Oliver 1995; Pache and Santos 2010):
“In terms of x [brand name] and what we do activity wise, they [competitors] probably 
look at us and see how much we can almost get away with, and see what are the 
boundaries that we’re trying to reach, and they might do the same themselves.”
(Brand Manager)
The excerpt above indicates that there is a shared understanding across the industry 
(within the market logic) that there is some sort of ‘status’ (market logic) in 
approaching the boundaries of the industry guidelines. A brand manager gave an 
elaborate example:
“Well, so for example this music video campaign is kind of pushing the boundaries in 
terms of what a beer brand can do, linking up with an artist that, you know they’re 
literally 25 years old, so it’s not like they’re quite old, they’re just on the boundary.  
And you know thankfully I don’t think we got any complaints or anything, but there’s 
always something in the back of your mind that thinks maybe someone could complain 
about this, because it is essentially a band who are doing a music video that’s got lots 
of x [beer brand] in it, and there’s people dancing around, there’s hot women dancing 
around, and so there’s always the potential for something to go wrong […] I don’t 
think we went out with the intention to push the boundaries; we went out with the 
intention to kind of get our brand message across. But if that means that there’s 
elements in there that could be interpreted by some people as crossing the line, then I 
guess that’s always the risk.”
(Brand Manager)
From my findings, it becomes evident that although these guidelines are used and 
applied by employees working with marketing (embedded within the market logic), the 
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logics are competing and frictions occur as the guidelines set boundaries for the 
creativity of the marketing people. At the same time, the marketing practitioners do not 
find it appropriate to make an organizational pairing of the logics that moves beyond 
the marketing guidelines. In this model of co-existence, there is little collaboration 
between the different groups of actors in relation to initiatives: CSR and 
communication are working with the conceptualization of initiatives on one side for 
marketing, and marketing might or might not be tied down by these restrictions. It is 
clear that this is a top-down regulation (official commitment from top-management) of 
their practices, where marketing’s fundamental belief and commitment to the social 
responsibility logic is of little relevance so long as they restrain themselves.
Industry Bricolage
In this model, the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ is perceived as being a significant 
problem, both for the overall industry and for the organization. The organizational 
actors talk about how consumers’ inappropriate use of the product is a ‘risk’ and a 
threat to the legitimacy of the beer product. In contrast to the separation model, 
organizational actors actually believe that the problems related to alcohol consumption 
are their responsibility, and they want to help solve these problems. At the same time, 
however, they see it as a shared responsibility that all alcohol and beer producers must 
commit to together. A motivator and argument that is often used is: “We have to 
maintain the commercial platform of the industry” and avoid a potential stigmatization 
of the product. Many informants indicated that they saw the fate of the tobacco 
industry as a worst-case scenario and that they feared that alcohol and beer were
moving in the same direction. ‘Alcohol-related harm’ is therefore understood as a 
significant problem that must be dealt with. This model is characterized by 
collaboration: The organizational actors are claiming a collective industry unity in 
relation to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. This collaboration also entails that the 
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industry engage in dialogue and cooperation with government and health specialists,
who represent a social logic.  
In the UK, the model of industry bricolage materialized in the RD initiatives developed 
by the special interest organization ‘Drinkaware’. Drinkaware is a UK charity whose
strategic objective is to: “Increase awareness, improve attitudes and affect positive 
changes in behaviour related to alcohol consumption” (Drinkaware, Annual Report, 
2010: 3). The turnover of the Drinkaware Trust is based on contributions from across 
the alcohol drinks industry, and in 2010 the total incoming resources amounted to £ 5.3 
million. In 2004 the UK government urged the drinks industry to fund alcohol 
education and proclaimed that these educational efforts should be separate from the 
industry. Hence, the Drinkaware trust was founded in 2007 after an agreement between 
the government and the industry, with a governance structure that was to make it 
independent from the drinks industry. Even though organizational actors emphasized 
that Drinkaware is totally separate from the industry and the organization, there were
still some linkages, since the commitment to Drinkaware was made quite openly. On 
Carlsberg UK’s and all the other industry funders’ packaging and commercial material,
there is the Drinkaware organization’s label (Figure 9.2) with the text, “Enjoy 
Responsibly […] drinkaware.co.uk for the facts”, a line that also appears on their 
website. Furthermore, when Drinkaware needed help communicating their responsible 
drinking efforts, they would get in direct contact with the member organizations and 
get assistance from marketing experts, or collaborate in relation to specific events, e.g.,
Carlsberg would share its sponsor space with Drinkaware at soccer matches to 
publicize the responsible drinking message. In this example, elements from different 
logics (domains) are coupled for a somewhat similar cause; the social responsibility 
logic (health specialist, etc.) to get people to drink less and the market logic 
(organization and industry) to secure their commercial platform through a commitment 
to solve the problem of ‘alcohol-related harm’.
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It is clear that the organizational actors experience that brewers have a responsibility in 
terms of informing the public about the potential harm of a product. At the same time,
they also express the concern that audiences perceive a unification of the social 
responsibility logic and the market logic to be illegitimate, as this UK manager 
explains: 
“I think that the area of education is always a difficult area […] for drinks industry 
first hand to be educating, I think there is quite a strong level of cynicism around, 
which I think is unfair in some ways, but I think it is just the real world that we operate 
in. And so I actually think it is more effective that we have somebody like Drinkaware, 
who are independent from industry, but are funded by the industry, to go and do the 
educational piece.”
This excerpt underscores that an industry bricolage in relation to the conceptualization 
of responsible drinking is considered to be more credible in the eyes of the public. The 
division of expertise in relation to meeting different goals was also understood to be 
important. Some of the organizational actors liable to exhibit this model of industry
bricolage also argued that it could potentially be a problem to pursue the different 
goals (logics) simultaneously. A local senior manager within marketing elaborated:   
Figure 9.2: Commercial material with a reference to Drinkaware.
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“I see it as you are almost losing sight of the objective, if the objective is to try and 
educate people to drink alcohol more responsibly and treat alcohol more responsibly, 
then that is our sole objective, we have all then got the same objective, so why 
wouldn’t you effectively be pooling what you are doing and working together against 
that objective, rather than going off and trying to […] make sure you are […] I think 
that there is the risk that people see it as an opportunity to score points with politicians 
or whatever it is for their benefit and then I think at that point, if you end up being a 
disparate group then you are not going to be effective at all.”
The argument made here is that the market logic and the aim of competitive advantage 
might take over if the two objectives are paired in relation to RD initiatives made with 
the organization as the sender. The result could be that the social objectives are not 
met. Another finding that can be read from the above citation is that it is only at the 
collective level (in industry collaboration) that the market logic is understood to be 
compatible with the social responsibility logic; hence, the need for separation is 
primarily a question of separating the RD initiatives from the organization.
Still, within the Carlsberg Group, there are some organizational actors who are 
working with pairing their branding (market logic) with the social responsibility
messages, and this leads us to organizational bricolage.  
Organizational Bricolage
In this model, organizational actors consider the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ to be a 
significant problem that the organization needs to engage in. Contrary to the model of 
industry bricolage, the execution of RD initiatives are considered to be an opportunity 
to engage in shaping a societal agenda around an issue that is of significant importance 
to the organization’s legitimacy and future survival. In that sense, this is a much more 
proactive model on the part of the organization; in this model, the organizational actors 
try to escape the image of brewers as being ‘part of the problem’, and instead they 
want to be ‘part of the solution to the problem’. The organizational actors are therefore 
consciously focusing on developing a positive message to send to the consumers, and 
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thereby engender positive associations to the product. Correspondingly, in the 
organizational bricolage initiatives that the units undertook, the idea was to link the RD 
conceptualization to the branding of the products, as one informant noted: “we want to 
link it to who we are, and what we sell”, and as another noted, “we don’t sell beer, we 
sell brands.” Notably, in this model the issue entered a marketing realm, hence, there 
was a broader participation of actors, representing both logics (CSR, communication 
and marketing people).  
In relation to the pilot project at Carlsberg Denmark, there was a commitment from 
headquarters and the local senior management to pursue a conceptualization of RD, 
where a new coupling between the social responsibility logic and the market logic was 
being made. In a meeting around this conceptualization, the participants had a 
discussion concerning the importance of creating a positive message:
Commercial Insights Manager, Pernille31
[Later in the same discussion]
: “[…] now we have to be careful now, we do 
not want to go against ourselves on this and provoke this stigmatization of the product. 
We should drop these types of warning messages and focus on binge drinking. We need 
to have a soft version like: ‘you will miss the concert’ or ‘don’t be the class clown’
[…] the focus has to be on life quality.”
Brand Manager, Jens: “I am really not comfortable with that ‘warning label’ idea, it 
will not go through […] we will definitely aggravate the stigmatization with a 
‘warning label’ […] ‘we are not cigarettes’ [he whispers]. We need something like 
‘drink with class’, rather than structures, and rules. I seriously have a huge problem
with putting this ‘health authority warning label’ on the product.”
This extract from a meeting discussion illustrates how organizational actors using this 
model of organizational bricolage seek to avoid the negative message; these actors 
want to avoid a message that emphasizes alcohol, and beer in particular, as a problem. 
In addition, the actors selectively chose to focus on specific elements from a social 
31 The names are pseudonyms.
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domain, e.g., they chose the most ‘appropriate’ RD area in relation to their target 
audience, that is ‘youth drinking/ and ‘binge drinking’; they did not choose areas such 
as ‘alcoholism’ or ‘pregnancy’. Moreover, they seek positive angles that are different 
from warning messages. The extract also illustrates that they seek to disassociate their 
own RD initiatives from what they consider as the ‘worst-case’ RD type of initiatives:
The tobacco industry’s warning labels, as well as previous warning campaigns from 
health authorities and industry associations, with messages like ‘drinking will shorten 
your life’, etc. In this respect, I want to emphasize that there is widespread 
understanding both within the organization and the industry that drinking in 
moderation is not health damaging. On this point, a regional industry representative 
noted:
“[…] the industry doesn’t like it, but there are a lot of parallels between alcohol and 
cigarettes – there are also some very significant differences between alcohol and 
cigarettes.  And one of the biggest differences is that moderate smoking is not good for 
you, and it’s not good for the people around you, whereas moderate drinking is.”
                                                                                           (Industry representative UK)
This idea of moderate drinking is very central to the whole conceptualization of RD, 
but significantly so in the model of organizational bricolage, where the attempt is to 
promote the idea of moderate drinking together with the product. In Sinebrychoff, this 
idea of promoting drinking in moderation was made in a subtle and sophisticated way 
in a ‘food and beer’ campaign. The campaign centered on the coupling of beer and 
food and was promoted in recipes in magazines, pamphlets, in-store material, and 
product placement (a particular beer next to a particular type of food). The campaign 
did not explicitly state that the consumer should drink in moderation; instead, it 
attempted to emphasize that the occasion for drinking is while eating.  With this
campaign, the attempt was to alter the image of beer as well as consumers’ behavior. A 
communication manager involved in the development of the ‘food and beer’ campaign 
explained this point in relation to ‘beer and food’ events: 
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“We teach people how to combine cheese and beer, and things like that, and we always 
teach how to make a perfect draft beer. We let people get behind the bar, to make their 
own draft beer so that they start respecting the product, and they learn that; ‘hey you 
have to know something about beer – beer is not just something you pour quickly down 
your throat. Instead you should really, once you order a beer, think, ‘what did I order, 
how does it look,’ and then enjoy it!”
Again, this example from Sinebrychoff illustrates that the organizational actors attempt 
to make a change in their consumers’ behavior by emphasizing the positive sides of the 
product, not by putting out warning messages. They seek not to mention the problem 
of ‘alcohol-related harm’ directly, so they do not end up taking ownership for the 
problem. 
In this model of organizational bricolage, a coupling of the market logic and the social 
responsibility logic is considered to be legitimate when the RD message is aligned with 
the character and message of the product brand. This connotes that the RD campaigns 
were quite different from the ones in the two other models, which focused on risks and 
problems and ‘warning’ campaigns, e.g., ‘don’t drink and drive’. The focus of the 
involved organizational actors was solely on the positive message in committing to 
solving a societal problem. 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
In this study, I have explored how and why the interplay between logics is constructed 
by using a case study approach to analyze Carlsberg Group’s initiatives in tackling the 
issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. While the literature has focused on organizations’
responses to institutional complexity and multiple, co-existing logics, it has assumed a 
static and singular type of organizational response (Greenwood et al. 2011). Here, I
have studied different units within one organization while focusing on the same 
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multiplicity of logics. This multiplicity of logics is intrinsic to organizational 
identification with the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. I compared headquarters’ and 
four subsidiaries’ (in the UK, Poland, Denmark, and Finland) approach to the issue, 
while focusing on how the interplay between logics (market and social responsibility) 
was interpreted and handled by the organizational actors within each unit. While 
comparing and contrasting the interplay between logics in the different units, I was 
able to discern certain patterns in the organizational actors’ interpretations and 
practices that might not have otherwise been accessible. Above all, it was the 
similarities and differences in relation to logic interplay that gave me a better 
understanding of how and why a certain conception and type of interplay was selected. 
In contrast to most previous studies (e.g., Pache and Santos 2010), this case study 
showed that the organization had at least four types of responses, and that these were 
not simply connected to each of the units; instead, most of the units engaged in several 
types of responses (and logic interplay) to the same issue. While I considered all types 
of interplay between the logics, I was particularly interested in understanding the 
situations where the logics were considered to be more comparable and thus a response 
that bridged the logics was sought. In this respect, the case study showed that 
organizational actors’ conception of the issue as a concern for the organization as an 
entity was a central predecessor for organizational (institutional) bricolage. 
Furthermore, from my empirical analysis, I was able to extract four aspects that were 
decisive for organizational identification with the issue, as well as three mechanisms 
that drove the organizational bricolage process. These will be summarized in the 
following.
Digging deeper into each of the different types of logic interplay allowed me to 
compare them and gain a deeper understanding of how and why the logic coupling 
occurred from an organizational perspective. Based on the comparison between the 
different units, I have identified some common predecessors and the mechanisms that 
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characterized the organizational bricolage (institutional) in Carlsberg Group when it 
occurred (Figure 9.3). The organizational bricolage only happened in situations where
the organizational actors interpreted the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’ as a concern 
for the organization as a distinct entity. I identified four aspects that were intimately 
connected with the organizational identification. First, the units that engaged with 
organizational bricolage were all relatively big in the market in which they were 
operating; both Sinebrychoff and Carlsberg Denmark have a very large market share, 
53 percent and 63 percent respectively, which meant that they are highly visible, and 
which to the informants meant that they had to be ‘frontrunners’ and agenda setters. 
Second, the organizational heritage was seen as a significant argument for engaging in 
RD initiatives in the units where there was a philanthropic history, and the social 
responsibility logic therefore had an existing anchor in the organization, in present or 
prior practice. The third aspect was leadership commitment, and it was important for 
the new process in Carlsberg Denmark, which had both management’s and Carlsberg 
Group’s support. This aspect was not evident in Finland, which had engaged with the 
issue for a longer period; therefore leadership commitment might only be imperative in 
the early stages of organizational bricolage. In contrast, my observations at
headquarters showed that leadership commitment was more divergent, and that the 
efforts of RD and organizational bricolage were marginalized and given a low priority 
compared to other organizational agendas. The fourth and last aspect of importance 
was that organizational members perceived audience relevance and legitimacy, that is,
informants in Carlsberg UK and Carlsberg Poland did not consider organizational RD 
efforts to be relevant in relation to their audiences; on the contrary, they did not 
conceive these as being legitimate since RD efforts were considered to be in too stark a
contrast to the organization’s core purpose of selling the product. Thus, any coupling 
with marketing was considered to be solely about “image management”, and therefore 
considered illegitimate. In Sinebrychoff I observed a similar tendency, albeit slightly 
different. Here, the organizational bricolage of logics occurred, but it was much more 
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implicit, and an explicit coupling was seen as less authentic. RD was instead claimed 
to be something that was a natural and fundamental part of the organization’s identity 
claim (Albert and Whetten, 1985), ‘the Sinebrychoff way’. In that sense, their 
approach is similar to what Matten and Moon (2008: 409) label implicit CSR, which 
refers to the role that the organization has within formal and informal institutions for 
society’s interests and concerns. In other words, the organization is assumed to have an 
integrated role in society and is therefore expected to act accordingly. Together, these 
different aspects prompted the organizational identification with the issue, creating 
both a sensibility to the issue and impetus for organizational bricolage in relation to the 
RD conceptualization.
Three mechanisms drove the creation of an organizational bricolage in relation to the 
conceptualization of RD. First, the conceptualization was created through an
engagement of actors who represented the different logics, which then enabled broader 
participation and collaboration. In addition, this mechanism also created the 
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understanding that RD was more closely linked to ‘who we are and what we do’ or in 
the words of one of the informants “what we are and what we sell”. Second, the 
collaboration created an opportunity for borrowing and integrating concepts from
different domains, e.g., SWOT analysis and KPI’s (market domain), and the concept 
and focus on ‘youth drinking’ as a problem and using the terms ‘teaching’ 
(social/public information domain), which indicates a communication of facts and 
knowledge to the “unknowing” consumers. Finally, there was the mechanism of fitting 
or editing (Sahlin and Wedlin 2008), this occurred because the RD conceptualization 
had to represent both logics and hence satisfy the mandate of both logics; an aspect 
that is consistent with Waldorff et al.’s (2013) observation in relation to constellations 
of logics in the Danish and Canadian healthcare systems, and hence supports this 
aspect of their findings. 
This figure is not intended to be a universal model, or sought to represent an 
exhaustive list of factors and mechanisms; rather, it is a case specific contextualized 
model. Still, I do believe my findings may apply in other settings as well, therefore, I
hope that they will spark further research on the interplay between logics, types of 
interplays, and the mechanisms of organizational (institutional) bricolage. 
By elaborating on how and why each of these types of logic interplay was selected, I 
contribute to the literature in two ways. First, the common assumption within the study 
of institutional logics posits conflicts between logics, although recent studies (e.g.,
Battilana and Dorado 2010; Pache and Santos 2010, forthcoming; Jarzabkowski et al.
2013; Christiansen and Lounsbury 2013) are beginning to move beyond conflicting 
logics to explore how logics might also bridge or even blend.  In contrast to prior 
studies that explore the organizational-level logic interplay (e.g., Battilana and Dorado
2010; Pache and Santos 2010), this study moves beyond a focus on organizational-
level structures and practices by focusing on the organizational actors’ ideas and 
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interpretations. This study showed that, in some situations, logics may support or even 
sustain one another (in both of the bricolage types). In these situations, the 
organizational actors expressed that there were synergies because the goals of the 
market logic could not be sustained without meeting the demands from other logics, in 
this case the social responsibility logic. Also in these situations, the actors clearly 
believed that if the Carlsberg Group failed to achieve legitimacy within the social 
responsibility logic, it could potentially lose or compromise its legitimacy within the 
market logic through a loss of market share to organizations more adept at achieving or 
maintaining legitimacy within the social responsibility logic. I therefore propose that 
future studies should elaborate on this type of synergy creation and on how logics 
might sustain one another. Furthermore, while this study was focused on the 
organization, it illustrated the organization’s interaction and embeddedness within a 
larger industry. Although it is not within the reach of this study, I think that the 
category of ‘industry bricolage’ gave an indication that similar mechanisms might be at 
play at industry level. I therefore suggest that a fruitful direction for future studies 
would be to address logic coupling and blending in situations where industry 
associations, government, health specialists, and non-profit organizations come 
together to deal with societal problems, such as ‘alcohol-related harm’.
Second, the study is distinct in its approach to the organizational response to 
complexity because it showed that the different units consistently engaged in several 
types of responses simultaneously. Greenwood et al. (2011) made the call for studies 
that look at organizational responses in the plural sense, rather than the singular form 
that tends to dominate most of the current literature (excluding Binder 2007). This 
study suggests that the organization’s role in institutionalization is to be seen as a non-
linear process, with different models existing simultaneously. Thus, the organization’s
role in this process should perhaps not be restricted to influencing the 
institutionalization process in one direction but in several. It is puzzling that we have 
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come to consider the topic of institutional complexity in such a unitary way. This study 
indicate that scholars studying the role of organizations in institutionalization processes 
need to consider more than the interplay between logics, they also need to take into 
account that organizations are multifaceted, fluid constructs that generate different 
types of response, which may or may not interact or connect with the same 
institutionalization processes at the field level. This might have notable implications 
for future studies; researches should not assume that when one organizational response
has been identified, then that is the only one. We need to look deeper inside the 
organizations to see how different functions and professions might have different 
attachments to the organizational environment (e.g., focus on government, consumers 
or the broader society) and construct a range of responses to the same complexity. 
Therefore, there is a necessity to explore and develop this aspect in greater detail via 
in-depth case studies; exploring this response plurality within and beyond 
organizational boarders.
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10. CONCLUSION
In this dissertation, I have studied how organizational actors (managers) experience 
and construct the interplay between logics in their responses to the complexity they 
face in relation to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. In this dissertation, I examined
the research question: How does Carlsberg Group handle multiple institutional logics 
in their responses to the complexity they face in relation to the issue of ‘alcohol-related 
harm’?. In my pursuit of answers to this question, I have explored (1) the interplay 
between different levels of identity claims (organization and industry) in the creation 
of an organizational response, (2) the organizational actors’ construction of interplay 
between logics, and (3) intra-organizational challenges related to multiple logics,
including the question of how they might be reconciled.  
This study has been conducted as an inductive case study of Carlsberg Group’s
responses to increased pressure from government and civil society to accommodate to 
a changed public view on alcohol producers and brewers’ responsibilities. The
dissertation centers on Carlsberg Group’s conceptualization of Corporate Social 
Responsibility in relation to ‘responsible drinking’, i.e., activities aimed at preventing 
the misuse of alcohol. In real time, I have followed the interpretations and response(s) 
of organizational actors’ as these developed over a period of two and a half years 
(2010-2013). I have also looked at how they were expressed in documents dating back 
to 2003. This process has been accomplished with a focus on one particular project and 
its conceptualization over time at the organization’s headquarters and their chosen 
‘pilot project’ subsidiary. In addition, I have traced the development inductively from 
headquarters to three subsidiaries in Finland, the UK, and Poland, and to industry 
associations, local, regional, and global.
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Theoretically, I have followed the line of many Scandinavian Institutionalists (e.g.,
Boxenbaum and Strandgaard Pedersen 2009; Boxenbaum and Jonsson 2008; 
Westenholz, Strandgaard Pedersen, and Dobbin 2006; Westenholz 2012) who have 
studied organizational responses from an interpretive perspective. Moreover, in my 
approach to this study, I have explored an organization as an entity and illustrated that 
different actors (within different functions or units) within this organization interpret 
and respond to “the same” issue in various ways. Many of these studies have focused 
on the organizational translation of globalized models or the local editing of these 
models (Sahlin and Wedlin 2008); in this understanding, recognizable concepts travel
across space and time and are translated to fit the local context, meaning that concepts 
are somewhat similar across organizations. I have proposed slightly different processes
of institutional bricolage, emphasizing the construction of concepts (conceptualization) 
in which the local context, the actors’ interpretation and the creation of the concept (in 
this case responsible drinking) are central, and where elements ‘borrowed’ from 
different logics are combined. Perhaps this institutional bricolage should not be seen as 
entirely distinct from the concept of translation, but rather as a specification or a 
modification, because the analytical object is not the traveling of ideas, which are
altered and modified as they travel through space and time, but rather a situated 
collection of different ideas or elements (representing different logics) that are 
combined in the construction of a concept.
Hence, the contribution of this dissertation is the empirical exploration and theorization 
of the relationship between institutional logics and identity within an organizational 
context. This study accentuates how different interpretive frames shape the 
organizational responses to an issue that is comprised of multiple logics; the responses 
vary according to the organizational actors’ claim about different levels of identity in 
relation to the issue and to their different constructions of interplays among logics. 
Notably, this empirical study showed how different interpretations materialized in 
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various concrete practices (responses), i.e., industry ‘responsible drinking’ campaigns 
without organizational involvement, marketing communication policies and codes of 
conduct, and collective industry campaigns with organizational involvement and 
organization-driven campaigns. To wit, the identified understandings of logic interplay 
and identity claims were substantiated by showing how they were embodied in 
concrete organizational strategies and practices (Ravasi and Phillips 2011) in relation 
to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’.
Based on my empirical observations, I have depicted the organizational responses and 
their construction process as being shaped by two logics, the logic of social 
responsibility and the market, as well as organizational actors identity claims and 
whether they emphasized their collective identity as members of an industry (‘we are 
brewers’) or their distinctive organizational identity (‘we are Carlsberg’). These 
aspects were depicted separately in paper 1 (chapter 7), where the interplay between 
collective and organizational identities were explored in a temporal perspective; paper 
2 (chapter 8) elaborates on the organizational bridging of logics via bricolage; and 
paper 3 (chapter 9) illustrates how and why logic interplay is constructed and is shaped 
by organizational actors’ level of identification (collective or organizational identity 
claims) with the issue.  In the following, I will highlight the general theoretical and 
practical contributions of this dissertation, and suggest possible directions for future 
research.
Theoretical Contributions
This dissertation’s combined contribution is primarily to the institutional logics 
literature and secondarily to the literature regarding organizational response to 
complexity and finally to the institutionally oriented perspective on organizational 
identity. This dissertation contributes to these literatures in five different ways.
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First, the intra-organizational dynamics involved in the organizational responses to 
multiple logics has received little focus empirically (Greenwood 2011). Although some 
recent studies have enriched our understanding of the organizational-level structures 
and practices (e.g., Pache and Santos 2010; Battilana and Dorado 2010), scant attention 
has been paid to the organizational actors’ interpretations and understandings (Zilber 
2013). In contrast to previous intra-organizational studies (excluding some 
Scandinavian work, e.g., Westenholz 2012), I have deliberately focused on
organizational actors’ cognition and construction of interplay between multiple logics. 
In the comparative part of this study, I derived four different ways that logic interplay 
was constructed: separation, co-existing, industry bricolage, and organizational 
bricolage. While focusing on the organizational bricolage, I theorized some of the 
elements that make organizational actors embrace complexity and perceive a potential 
for the creation of synergy. According to this theorization, organizational identification 
with the issue and the presence of both logics are fundamental to the embracing of 
complexity and synergy. Furthermore, the organizational actors’ perception of 
organizational size and position in industry, organizational heritage, leadership 
commitment, audience relevance and legitimacy of combined models (the concrete 
outcome of a coupling of logics, e.g., RD campaign) contribute to shaping the 
interpretation of the issue at hand. 
Second, this dissertation contributes to our understanding of organizational responses 
to institutional complexity by illustrating that the organizational response to issues 
(institutional pressures or perceived threats) are not as unitary as implied in previous 
studies; there is not just one response within an organization, but several. Aside from
Binder’s (2007) ethnographic case study, which showed that different units within the 
same organization responded to the same institutional pressures (different logics) in 
different ways, there has been very little focus on plural organizational responses in the 
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same organization (Binder 2007; Greenwood et al. 2011). This research project 
showed how variations in response occurred within and across the organizational 
realm, over time and across levels and space. Paper 1 (chapter 7) showed that the 
dominant response changed and developed over time; paper 2 (chapter 8) the
illustrated how organizational actors crafted a response via a process of institutional 
bricolage and combined different logics by drawing upon extant organizational 
resources from different times and spaces in an effort to reconstitute their 
organizational identity; paper 3 (chapter 9) showed how different units engaged in 
several types of responses, simultaneously. A possible implication of this finding is 
that the role of the organization in institutionalization processes might have to be 
reconsidered. If several models exist simultaneously in each organization,
institutionalization may be a non-linear process in the sense that an organization may
simultaneously influence the institutionalization process in several directions, not just 
in one direction.  
Third, while this study has focused on the interplay between logics, it has depicted it as 
both a source of conflict and synergy. The focus on the organizational actors’
cognitions meant that it was possible to identify instances in which organizational 
actors envisioned synergies and that a coupling of logics was necessary for the survival 
of the company and even the industry. In these situations, the organizational actors 
engaged in institutional bricolage (industry or organizational), where they integrated
constructs from different domains (and logics). This finding is consistent with recent 
theoretical developments, where actors are depicted as relatively autonomous and 
capable of mixing elements from different logics (Thornton et al. 2012); but, more 
importantly, it also depicts situations where there is an experienced synergy between 
logics – a more positive relation between the different logics, which is rare 
(Jarzabkowski et al. 2013). Most studies have elaborated on how conflicts can be 
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overcome and disregard that organizational actors might also in some instances 
experience the bridging of logics as an opportunity.
Fourth, this dissertation provides insights into the interplay that exists between logics 
and identity, a link that has been theorized by some (e.g., Thornton et al. 2012; 
Crumley and Lounsbury 2007) but seldom elaborated empirically (see, e.g., Battilana 
and Dorado 2010; Lok 2010 for exceptions). My research suggests that actors make 
collective and organizational identity claims in response to an issue compromised of 
multiple logics; claims that both constrain and enable the construction of the interplay 
(whether limited or tightly coupled) between logics in practice. It also showed that a 
shift of emphasis from collective to organizational identity claims occurred in parallel 
with an altered interpretation of the issue as a feature more closely related to the 
product – the organization’s output – and therefore considered to be significantly more 
important to the organizational actors. The new interpretation of the issue (paper 1/ 
Chapter 7) emphasized and constructed synergy between logics (paper 3/ Chapter 9) as 
organizational actors noted that their engagement in the issue was of significance for 
the organization’s (and industry’s) survival; this understanding led to collaboration,
broader participation (representatives from different logics), and an integration of 
various concepts’ and fitting – through the renouncement of elements that did not 
satisfy the mandate of both logics (see also Waldorff et al. 2013).
Finally, the study elaborates on some aspects of relevance to the institutional identity 
perspective, notably the line of work that explores the institutionally embedded nature 
of organizational identities (e.g. Battilana and Dorado 2010; Glynn and Abzug 2002; 
Glynn and Navis 2011). While focalizing organizational actors’ identity claims in 
relation to the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’, the study empirically illustrates interplay 
between collective and organizational identities and how the balance between these 
two levels of identity shifted over time. The shifts seem to have occurred as the 
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intensity of the external pressure intensified, prompting organizational actors to 
consider the issue a threat to aspects of its distinct organizational identity. The 
dissertation contributes to our understanding of the interplay between these two levels 
of identity with insight into the development of interpretations and actions as they 
unfold over time.
Relevance for Practitioners
The analysis in this dissertation is relevant for practitioners working within MNC, who
might learn something about the unification of different interests and gain more clarity 
about the different ways they themselves construct the interplay as well as how it is 
constituted in their organizational practice. The element that might interest them the 
most may be the possibility of transforming a conflicted co-existence among different 
belief systems into potential synergies and closer collaborations among relevant
parties.  
Furthermore, this dissertation gives insight into how MNCs and other organizations 
might deal with the challenge of producing products that are on the verge of becoming 
stigmatized (Vergne 2012), such as products associated with an unhealthy lifestyle. 
The dissertation showed the range of different responses that was made at different 
levels simultaneously. Carlsberg engaged in industry collaboration to create a common 
industry platform, as this was a challenge they faced as a common alcohol industry 
(alcohol, wine, and beer)32
32 Although sometimes the different categories worked independently of one another, e.g., brewers 
would collaborate in brewers of Europe and the Global Brewers Initiatives.
and they therefore took part in initiatives, such as self-
regulation, warning/information labels (e.g., Drinkaware label), and a common pledge 
to fight ‘alcohol-related harm’; they would simultaneously work with these initiatives 
on an organizational level to build them into their organizational identity claims.  
233
Future Research Directions 
I have advanced a few steps in the direction of exploring interactions between 
institutional logics and identity. For instance, I illustrate that organizational actors’
construction of logic interplay was shaped by whether there was an organizational 
identification with the issue, in other words, a perceived alignment with organizational 
identities. It would be interesting in the future to develop the interactions further and 
deepen insight into a shift in focus from collective identity claims to organizational 
identity claims and the variance in constructed logic interplay. Moreover, Lounsbury 
and I (2013) argued that the bridging of logics requires a reconstitution of 
organizational identity. It would be interesting to see future research focus on the 
detailed and varied micro-processes and cross-level mechanisms through which 
institutional bricolage occur.
Another interesting idea for a future study would be to focus on how organizations 
mold their environment; in this regard, it would be interesting to study ‘peak 
organizations’ such as foundations, trusts, and industry associations within the brewery
and alcohol industry, which I suspect have played, and still play, a central role in the 
development of the issue of ‘alcohol-related harm’. At this point, there is only a limited 
amount of organizational studies examining how organizations shape their 
environment (Barley 2010; Greenwood et al. 2011). This focus on molding and 
shaping has however been a focus for scholars within social movement theory (e.g.,
Benford and Snow 2000; Snow and Soule 2010), who have explored the effects of 
social movements on states, organizations, and industries. Even though the object of 
study has primarily been social movements, scholars have noted that firms and 
industries can also act as social movements (Soule 2012), e.g., via their lobbying 
activities. I assert that ‘peak organizations’ are very significant agents of (social) 
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change, and, with a framework that combines institutional theory with social 
movement theory, a future study could highlight both the peak organizations’ efforts to 
influence their environment as well as the outcome of these efforts. Perhaps this line of 
work will become focal for or during my planned postdoctoral studies at Stanford 
University under the guidance of Sarah Soule.
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RESUMÉ
I denne afhandling undersøges, hvordan det multinationale bryggeri, Carlsbergs Group,
responderer på problematikken omkring alkoholmisbrug, en respons der kommer til 
udtryk i organisationens arbejde med fokusområdet ’responsible drinking’. 
’Responsible drinking’, vedrører initiativer inden for forskellige indsatsområder fx 
unge og alkohol, druk og spirituskørsel, der alle har til formål at reducere 
alkoholmisbrug. 
Alkoholproblematikken er ikke et nyt fænomen, men den gængse opfattelse af 
problemet har ændret sig i takt med det ændrede fokus på sundhed og livsstil. Det er 
derfor ikke længere udelukkende et spørgsmål, der vedrører et fåtal alkoholikere, men 
har i stedet udviklet sig til at være et spørgsmål om en generel sundhedsrisiko. Som 
resultat af denne udvikling forventes det nu i højere grad, at bryggere og 
alkoholproducenter bidrager til at håndtere de problematikker der relatere sig til deres 
produkter, samtidig med at det sikres, at producenterne ikke forværrer problemet ved at 
lancere potentielt problematiske produkter og anstødelige reklamekampagner. I 2010 
påbegyndte Carlsberg Group udviklingen af en ny strategisk tilgang til ’responsible 
drinking’, som adskiller sig fra den tidligere tilgang, der var præget af datterselskabets 
eget lokale engagement i problematikken (eller mangel på samme). Efterspørgslen 
efter en integreret og strategisk tilgang til området har givet anledning til adskillige 
måder at håndterer problematikken, både i hovedkvarteret og i datterselskaberne. 
Fælles for disse er dog at de repræsenterer en form for samspil imellem sociale og 
kommercielle dimensioner, mellem ansvarlighedslogikken og markedslogikken. I 
denne afhandling studeres den konkrete konceptualisering af organisationens 
håndtering af alkoholmisbrugsproblematikken, idet der fokuseres på de forskellige 
involverede aktører, særligt deres konstruktion af interaktionen imellem de sociale og 
kommercielle aspekter. Forsknings-spørgsmålet, der har guidet dette studie, er: 
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’Hvordan Carlsberg Group håndterer forskellige institutionelle logikker i deres i svar 
og ageren i forhold til den kompleksitet som alkohol-problematikken indebærer?’
Generelt set affødte Carlsberg Gruppens engagement i alkoholproblematikken en 
mulighed for at studere konstruktionen af den organisatoriske håndtering af 
institutionel kompleksitet. Afhandlingens primære omdrejningspunkt er konstruktionen 
af interaktionen mellem den sociale ansvarlighedslogik og markedslogikken, to 
logikker der til tider anses for at være uforenelige, men som også kan opfattes som 
forenelige. Der trækkes derfor på eksisterende litteratur og forskning i interaktionen 
imellem logikker og omkring organisationers håndtering af institutionel kompleksitet.  
Empirisk har jeg fulgt konceptualiseringen af de organisatoriske svar, der kommer til 
udtryk i organisationens ’responsible drinking’ initiativer ved at fokusere på de 
involverede aktører. Konceptualiseringen er blevet fulgt på tværs af organisationen og 
til de relevante industriniveauaktører, selvom det primære fokus er på 
organisationsaktørernes fortolkninger. I arbejdet med afhandlingen fulgte jeg 
aktørernes fortolkninger og udviklingen i håndteringen af problematikken i selve 
forløbet (real-time) over en periode på to et halvt år (2010-2013) igennem interviews, 
observationer og organisatoriske dokumenter, der går tilbage til 2003. Jeg har 
fokuseret på et specifikt projekt, der omhandlede håndteringen af problematikken via 
udviklingen af en strategisk tilgang til ’responsible drinking’ og fulgt udviklingen i 
organisationens hovedkvarter og i deres udvalgte ’pilot marked’ (det danske 
datterselskab). Derudover har jeg udført interviews i yderligere tre datterselskaber i 
henholdsvis England, Polen og Finland for at få en detaljeret forståelse af de 
forskellige måder, hvorpå organisationen konstruerer dens håndtering af 
alkoholproblematikken og interaktionen imellem den sociale ansvarlighedslogik og 
markedslogikken.
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Baseret på de empiriske observationer fremstilles organisationens håndtering af 
problemet og dens konstruktionsproces som værende formet af de to logikker, samt 
organisationsaktørernes identitetsforståelse, dvs. om de fremhæver deres kollektive 
identitet som medlemmer af industrien (’vi er en industri’) eller deres identitet som en 
distinkt entitet (’vi er Carlsberg’). Disse aspekter behandles separat i artikel 1 (kapitel 
7), hvor jeg undersøger interaktionen imellem kollektive og organisatoriske identiteter 
i et tidsmæssigt perspektiv, i artikel 2 (kapitel 8) som udpensler organisationens 
arbejde med at forbinde logikkerne via ’bricolage’, og i artikel 3 (kapitel 9) der
illustrerer hvordan og hvorfor interaktionen imellem logikkerne konstrueres og formes 
af organisationsaktørernes identifikationsniveau (fremhævelse af henholdsvis den 
kollektive eller organisatoriske identitet) i deres håndtering af problematikken.  
Hovedresultaterne af undersøgelsen peger på følgende bidrag til litteraturen:
1. Processen hvorigennem organisationer håndterer kompleksitet er ikke statiske men 
dynamiske og foranderlige over tid. Endvidere er der ikke bare én håndtering, men 
flere forskellige konceptualiseringer selv indenfor den samme organisatoriske enhed. 
Dette forskningsprojekt har vist at variation opstod indenfor og på tværs af den 
organisatoriske sfære, over tid og på tværs af niveauer og rum.
2. Interaktionen imellem logikker kan både være årsag til konflikt og synergi. Mit 
fokus på organisationsaktørernes forståelse (erkendelse) betød at det var muligt at 
identificere tilfælde, hvor aktørerne opfattede synergier og at en kobling af logikkerne 
var nødvendig for organisation og industriens overlevelse. Derudover bidrager 
afhandlingen også med empirisk indsigt i det samspil, der eksisterer imellem logikker 
og identitet, som ofte er blevet teoretiseret inden for litteraturen omkring institutionelle 
logikker.
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3. Samspillet mellem organisatoriske og kollektive identiteter kan ændres over tid i takt 
med at organisationsaktørernes fortolkninger og konstruktion af håndteringen udvikles. 
Ved at belyse organisationsaktørernes identitetsforståelse i forhold til 
alkoholproblematikken, viser studiet samspillet mellem organisatoriske og kollektive 
(industri-) identiteter empirisk, og hvordan balancen mellem disse to niveauer 
ændredes over tid. Ændringen synes at være fremkommet i takt med, at det 
institutionelle pres øgedes, hvilket gav anledning til at aktørerne anså alkohol-
problematikken for at være en trussel i forhold til dele af organisationens individuelle 
identitet. Afhandlingen bidrager til vores forståelse af samspillet imellem de to 
identitetsniveauer ved at illustrere udviklingen i fortolkninger og handlinger, som de 
udfoldedes over tid.
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Appendix 1 – Overview of Interviewees 
Interviewee Internal/organization Industry Interviews
Regional and Global
(15 Interviewees)
Carlsberg headquarters (HQ)
Interviewee 1 RD project manager 5
Interviewee 2 CSR Manager 1
Interviewee 3 Communication and CSR 
SVP
1
Interviewee 4 Public Affairs Manager 1
Interviewee 5 Communication Manager 
(Regional/HQ and DK)
1
Interviewee 6 Communication Manager
(Regional/HQ and UK)
1
Interviewee 7 Marketing Manager 2
Interviewee 8 CSR Manager 1
Interviewee 9 Public Affairs Manager 1
Interviewee 10 Public Relations Manager
(HQ and Sweden)
1
Interviewee 11 HR & CSR (HQ and UK) 1
Interviewee 12 Business Development 
Manager (HQ and DK)
1
Global and Regional Industry
Interviewee 13 Global CSR manager 
AB Inbev
1
Interviewee 14 Secretary-General The 
European Foundation for 
Alcohol Research and
Consultant for World Wide 
Brewing Alliance
1
Interviewee 15 Brewers of Europe 
/Bryggeriforeningen (DK)
1
Denmark (4 Interviewees)
Carlsberg Denmark
Interviewee - See no. 5 HQ -
Interviewee - See no. 12 HQ -
Interviewee 16 Marketing Manager 1
Industry Denmark
Interviewee - See no. 15 Global and 
Regional Industry
Brewers of Europe 
/Bryggeriforeningen
-
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UK (7 Interviewees)
Carlsberg UK
Interviewee - See no. 6 HQ -
Interviewee - See no. 11 HQ -
Interviewee 17 Sales and Marketing 
Director
1
Interviewee 18 Brand Manager 1
Industry UK
Interviewee 19 Alcohol Policy Manager 
Portman Group
1
Interviewee 20 Senior Policy Advisor 
British Beer & Pub 
Association
1
Interviewee 21 Industry Relationship 
Manager
Drinkaware
1
Finland (6 Interviewees)
Interviewee 22 Communication and CSR 
manager
1
Interviewee 23 Marketing manager 1
Interviewee 24 Commercial manager (Off 
trade - retailers)
1
Interviewee 25 Commercial manager (On 
trade - hotel, bars and 
restaurants)
1
Interviewee 26 Brand Manager 1
Industry Finland
Interviewee 27 Managing Director
Panimoliitto (The Federation 
of the Brewing and Soft 
Drinks Industry)
1
Poland (3)
Interviewee 28 Communication Manager 
(external consultant)
1
Interviewee 29 CSR Manager 1
Industry Poland
Interviewee 30 CEO
Browary Polskie
1
Total no. of 
interviewees 
30 Total numbers of interviews 36
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Appendix 2 – Example of Interview guide
Interview guide – ‘Responsible Drinking’ in Carlsberg UK 
Peter Campbell (pseudonym),  Marketing Manager 
Theme 1: What is Responsible Drinking in Carlsberg UK
This theme seeks to shed light on how responsible drinking is conceptualized and 
executed in Carlsberg UK, including  key responsible drinking initiatives, their 
targeted objectives, and their intended target group(s). 
(Examples of initiatives: Best Bar None, staff information and education on 
responsible drinking and responsible marketing, on-trade information/education, 
'moderation line' in your marketing communication, “Why led the Good Times go bad” 
(by Drinkaware))
 Of the many different RD initiatives in Carlsberg UK, which do you consider the most 
important? (Why?) What are the objectives of this/these initiative(s)?
 Who (internally, partners) are involved in the development and execution of key RD 
initiatives?
 Who do you identify as the primary target audience for the key  RD initiative(s)? Why do you 
target this/these audience(s)? 
 There are many different objectives and perspectives on RD.  What is your experience in 
making different ends meet in a single RD initiative? (Could you give an example?)
Theme 2: Responsible Drinking and Positioning
This theme explores Carlsberg UK’s positioning strategy in relation to Responsible 
Drinking. It seeks to shed light on whether Carlsberg UK’s RD initiatives are different 
from, or similar to, competitors’ (other brewers/alcohol producers’) initiatives. It also 
explores what might have led to this positioning. 
 Do you consider any of Carlsberg UK’s RD initiatives to be positioned differently than those 
of its competitors (who do you consider the key competitors on the UK market)? (why/why 
not?)(if yes what and how?)
 How do you believe that other actors (competitors, associations, NGOs) within the industry 
perceive Carlsberg’s RD initiatives compared to other competitors? 
 Does the RD issue influence Carlsberg UK’s (and/or Carlsberg’s) positioning (brand) within 
the industry (in relation to product brands, company or Group)? (How so?)
 What, in your opinion, led to this positioning of Carlsberg UK’s RD initiatives? 
251
Theme 3: The origin of Responsible Drinking in Carlsberg UK
This last theme explores the context in which ‘Responsible Drinking’ became an issue 
in Carlsberg UK, including the actors involved, the targeted objectives, and events that 
provoked its emergence. This theme is important in order gain an understanding of the 
development of the RD agenda within Carlsberg UK.
 Who and what initiated (or motivated) the implementation of RD in Carlsberg UK?  
 Were there any particular event(s) that led to the initial engagement in responsible drinking?
 From where do you and Carlsberg UK get inspiration to specific RD initiatives  (e.g., industry 
associations, competitors, customers, and/or partners)? Could you give an example?
25
3
TA
BL
E 
9.
5
C
on
st
itu
tio
n 
of
 th
e d
iff
er
en
t t
yp
es
 o
f l
og
ic
 in
te
rp
la
y
H
ea
dq
ua
rt
er
s
C
ar
lsb
er
g 
U
K
C
ar
lsb
er
g 
Po
la
nd
 
C
ar
lsb
er
g 
D
en
m
ar
k 
Si
ne
br
yc
ho
ff
Separation
“
[..
.]
it 
is 
be
tte
r t
o 
be
 in
 a
 g
ro
up
, 
in
 o
rd
er
 to
 h
av
e 
a 
di
al
og
ue
 w
ith
 
go
ve
rn
m
en
t, 
T
he
 B
re
w
er
ʼs
 
As
so
ci
at
io
n 
wa
s s
et
 u
p 
be
ca
us
e 
th
e 
CE
O
s,
th
ey
 sa
w 
qu
ite
 
im
po
rta
nt
 a
re
as
 w
he
re
 th
ey
 c
ou
ld
 
ju
st 
in
te
gr
at
e 
an
d 
be
 se
en
 a
s T
H
E 
br
ew
in
g 
in
du
str
y
[..
.]
al
l t
he
 n
on
-
co
m
pe
tit
iv
e 
ar
ea
s”
(C
EO
, 
in
du
st
ry
 a
ss
oc
ia
tio
n)
.
“I
 d
on
't 
th
in
k 
th
e 
Po
lis
h 
co
ns
um
er
 
is 
re
ad
y 
fo
r r
es
po
ns
ib
le
 d
rin
ki
ng
 
ca
m
pa
ig
ns
 a
s c
om
pe
tit
iv
e 
on
es
. 
Be
ca
us
e 
wh
en
 th
ey
 o
bs
er
ve
 th
e 
[b
ee
r]
 b
ra
nd
sʼ
 c
om
m
un
ic
at
io
n,
 
th
ey
 a
re
 to
o 
fa
r f
ro
m
 b
ei
ng
, f
ro
m
 
ha
vi
ng
 th
e 
m
es
sa
ge
 o
f r
es
po
ns
ib
le
 
dr
in
ki
ng
”
(C
om
m
un
ic
at
io
n 
M
an
ag
er
).
“I
 th
in
k 
as
 a
n 
in
du
str
y 
it
ʼs
 v
er
y 
im
po
rta
nt
 th
at
 w
e 
do
 th
es
e 
bi
g 
th
in
gs
 [R
D
 c
am
pa
ig
ns
] t
ha
t 
ev
er
yb
od
y 
or
 th
e 
bi
gg
es
t 
br
ew
er
ie
s c
an
 b
e 
a 
pa
rt 
of
, 
ev
er
yb
od
y 
ca
n 
se
e 
th
at
 th
e 
wh
ol
e 
in
du
str
y 
is 
sp
ea
ki
ng
 w
ith
 o
ne
 
vo
ic
e,
 th
at
 w
e 
ha
ve
 th
e 
sa
m
e 
go
al
s, 
th
at
 w
e 
ac
tu
al
ly
 c
ar
e”
(M
ar
ke
tin
g
M
an
ag
er
).
Co-existing
“I
n 
re
la
tio
n 
to
 R
D
,i
t h
as
 o
fte
n 
be
en
 
sta
rte
d 
wi
th
 a
n 
id
ea
 th
at
 h
as
 b
ee
n 
de
ve
lo
pe
d 
wi
th
ou
t f
ol
lo
wi
ng
 th
e 
pr
oc
es
s. 
M
ar
ke
tin
g 
ha
s i
ts 
pa
rti
cu
la
r 
pr
oc
es
s t
he
y 
go
 th
ro
ug
h,
 th
at
 is
 
co
m
m
er
ci
al
ly
 d
riv
en
. T
he
n 
we
 h
av
e 
a 
no
n-
co
m
m
er
ci
al
 d
ep
ar
tm
en
t o
ve
r
he
re
 [g
es
tu
re
s f
ar
 a
pa
rt]
,w
hi
ch
 is
 
le
d 
by
 c
om
m
un
ic
at
io
ns
 p
eo
pl
e,
 th
ey
 
sa
y 
ʻw
e 
ha
ve
 to
 h
av
e 
so
m
et
hi
ng
 to
 
co
m
m
un
ic
at
e 
an
d 
we
 h
av
e 
di
sc
ov
er
ed
 
th
is 
iss
ue
 in
 re
la
tio
n 
to
 ʻd
ru
nk
 
dr
iv
in
gʼ
, c
ou
ld
 w
e 
do
 s
om
et
hi
ng
 in
 
re
la
ti
on
 to
 th
at
?ʼ
 B
ut
 th
en
 th
es
e 
ca
n
be
co
m
e 
ve
ry
 ra
nd
om
 in
iti
at
iv
es
 th
at
 
ar
e 
no
t a
nc
ho
re
d 
in
 th
e 
or
ga
ni
za
tio
n 
or
 th
at
 p
ro
ce
ss
”
(C
SR
 M
an
ag
er
).
“T
he
 ru
le
s a
re
 th
e 
fo
un
da
tio
ns
, 
th
ey
ʼr
e 
al
w
ay
s 
th
er
e,
 a
nd
 th
ey
 
al
wa
ys
 h
av
e 
to
 b
e 
co
ns
id
er
ed
.  
Bu
t 
th
ey
ʼr
e 
al
m
os
t t
he
 d
ay
 jo
b,
 y
ou
 k
no
w
 
th
at
 th
ey
ʼr
e 
th
er
e
[..
.]
yo
u 
do
nʼ
t n
ee
d 
to
 p
ut
 to
o 
m
uc
h 
th
ou
gh
t b
eh
in
d 
it,
 a
s 
lo
ng
 a
s 
yo
u 
do
nʼ
t u
ps
et
 th
e 
fo
un
da
tio
ns
. W
he
re
as
 th
e 
ob
je
ct
iv
es
 
th
at
 a
re
 c
om
in
g 
do
wn
 [f
ro
m
 
m
an
ag
em
en
t],
 th
os
e 
ar
e 
th
e 
th
in
gs
 
th
at
 a
re
 g
oi
ng
 to
 g
et
 y
ou
 a
 b
on
us
, 
an
d 
th
os
e 
ar
e 
th
e 
th
in
gs
 th
at
 a
re
go
in
g 
to
 g
et
 y
ou
 n
ot
ic
ed
, a
nd
 th
os
e 
ar
e 
th
e 
th
in
gs
 th
at
 a
re
 g
oi
ng
 to
 g
ro
w 
th
e 
bu
sin
es
s, 
so
 th
os
e 
ar
e 
al
m
os
t t
he
 
bi
gg
er
 is
su
es
 if
 y
ou
 li
ke
”
(B
ra
nd
 
M
an
ag
er
).
“T
he
 c
ha
lle
ng
e 
at
 th
is 
po
in
t i
s t
o 
ge
t i
t c
ou
pl
ed
,o
rg
an
iza
tio
n-
wi
se
,
an
d 
to
 g
et
 it
 in
to
 th
e 
m
in
ds
et
 o
f 
ou
r m
ar
ke
tin
g 
pr
ac
tic
e.
 T
he
 
ch
al
le
ng
e 
is 
al
so
 th
at
 p
eo
pl
e 
co
ns
id
er
 th
es
e 
th
in
gs
 [M
C 
po
lic
ie
s a
nd
 R
D
 in
iti
at
iv
es
] t
o 
co
nf
lic
t w
ith
 m
ar
ke
tin
g”
(C
om
m
un
ic
at
io
ns
 M
an
ag
er
, 
20
11
).
25
2
A
pp
en
di
x 
3-
T
ab
le
 9
.5
 C
on
st
it
ut
io
n 
of
 t
he
 d
if
fe
re
nt
 t
yp
es
 o
f 
lo
gi
c
in
te
rp
la
y 
(p
ap
er
3)
25
4
Industry bricolage
“W
e 
le
av
e 
ou
t a
ll 
th
e 
th
in
gs
 th
at
 w
e 
ca
nn
ot
 o
r w
ill
no
t t
o 
di
sc
us
s, 
an
d 
th
en
 w
e 
di
sc
us
 e
ve
ry
th
in
g 
el
se
[…
].
So
 th
e 
ca
te
go
ry
 im
ag
e 
an
d 
th
e 
re
gu
la
tio
n 
th
at
 w
e 
ha
ve
 b
ee
n 
hi
t b
y,
 
as
 w
el
l a
s t
he
 c
ou
pl
in
g 
be
tw
ee
n 
th
e 
tw
o.
 T
o 
ha
ve
 th
is 
fo
ru
m
 w
ith
 g
lo
ba
l 
co
m
pe
tit
or
s w
he
re
 w
e 
m
ee
t a
nd
 
di
sc
us
s t
he
se
 c
ha
lle
ng
es
, t
ha
tm
od
el
 
is 
ra
th
er
 u
ni
qu
e 
in
 a
 D
an
ish
 c
on
te
xt
”
(P
ub
lic
 A
ffa
irs
 M
an
ag
er
, 2
01
3)
.
“I
 th
in
k 
th
e 
ot
he
r t
hi
ng
 is
, o
ur
 
ex
pe
rti
se
 is
 n
ot
 e
du
ca
tio
n 
ul
tim
at
el
y,
 
we
 a
re
 b
et
te
r o
ff 
fu
nd
in
g 
th
e 
pe
op
le
 
th
at
 a
re
 e
xp
er
ts 
in
 h
ow
 y
ou
 e
du
ca
te
[…
]a
nd
 to
 tr
y 
an
d 
ad
d 
va
lu
e 
to
 
wh
at
 th
ey
 d
o,
 a
s o
pp
os
ed
 to
 th
in
ki
ng
 
th
at
 a
ct
ua
lly
 w
e 
ar
e 
ex
pe
rts
 in
 
ed
uc
at
io
n 
ou
rs
el
ve
s[
…
].
W
e 
re
co
gn
ize
 th
e 
im
po
rta
nc
e 
of
 it
, b
ut
 
we
 ju
st 
do
 n
ot
 c
on
sid
er
 o
ur
se
lv
es
 
ex
pe
rts
 th
er
e”
(M
ar
ke
tin
g 
M
an
ag
er
).
“I
t s
ee
m
s a
s a
n 
in
du
str
y,
we
 a
re
 
qu
ite
 re
ac
tiv
e 
to
 so
m
e 
of
 th
es
e 
iss
ue
s 
in
cl
ud
in
g 
re
sp
on
sib
le
 d
rin
ki
ng
. 
Th
er
e 
do
es
 n
ot
 se
em
 to
 b
e 
a 
bi
g
[…
]
pu
sh
 o
n 
an
yb
od
y 
ac
tu
al
ly
 g
oi
ng
 o
ut
 
th
er
e 
an
d 
do
in
g 
an
yt
hi
ng
 to
ta
lly
 o
ut
 
of
 th
e 
no
rm
. T
he
re
 is
 n
ot
hi
ng
 se
tti
ng
 
co
m
pa
ni
es
 e
sp
ec
ia
lly
 a
pa
rt”
(C
SR
 
M
an
ag
er
).
Organizational bricolage
“W
e 
wo
ul
d 
lik
e 
to
 d
iff
er
en
tia
te
 o
ur
-
se
lv
es
 a
s p
ro
vi
di
ng
 th
e 
re
sp
on
sib
le
 
be
er
 p
ro
du
ct
, a
nd
 th
at
 c
ou
ld
 d
riv
e 
ou
r v
ol
um
e 
up
, s
o 
th
at
 w
e 
se
ll 
m
or
e 
be
er
, b
ut
 a
t t
he
 e
xp
en
se
 o
f p
ro
du
ct
s 
th
at
 a
re
 m
or
e 
irr
es
po
ns
ib
le
”
(B
us
in
es
s D
ev
el
op
er
, 2
01
3)
.
“M
y 
am
bi
tio
n 
is 
th
at
 w
e 
wi
ll 
m
ak
e 
a 
di
ffe
re
nc
e 
in
 th
is 
ar
ea
, a
nd
 
su
rp
as
s o
ur
 c
om
pe
tit
or
, i
n 
fu
n 
an
d 
in
te
lli
ge
nt
 a
ct
iv
at
io
ns
 o
f t
hi
s 
ar
ea
. B
ec
au
se
, w
e 
do
nʼ
t b
el
ie
ve
 
th
at
 p
eo
pl
e 
sh
ou
ld
 d
rin
k 
ou
r 
pr
od
uc
ts 
re
ck
le
ss
ly
 ju
st 
so
 w
e 
ca
n 
se
ll 
so
m
e 
m
or
e”
(M
ar
ke
tin
g 
M
an
ag
er
,2
01
3)
.
“I
f w
e 
ar
e 
to
 d
o 
RD
, t
he
n 
I t
hi
nk
 
th
at
 w
e 
sh
ou
ld
 p
ut
 o
ur
 h
ea
rt 
in
to
 
it,
 b
ec
au
se
 w
e 
be
lie
ve
 in
 it
 a
nd
 
ac
tu
al
ly
 m
ak
e 
su
re
 th
at
 it
 fi
ts
wi
th
 
ou
r 
br
an
ds
 a
nd
 o
ur
 b
ra
nd
sʼ
 
va
lu
es
. I
t h
as
 to
 b
e 
so
m
et
hi
ng
 w
e 
do
, n
ot
 ju
st 
to
 p
le
as
e 
ex
te
rn
al
 
sta
ke
ho
ld
er
s, 
bu
t b
ec
au
se
 w
e 
ac
tu
al
ly
 w
an
t t
o 
ta
ke
 
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
[…
] a
nd
 th
e 
pe
op
le
 
wh
o 
dr
iv
e 
th
e 
br
an
d 
id
en
tit
y 
[p
ro
du
ct
] a
ct
ua
lly
 b
el
ie
ve
 th
at
 
th
is 
is 
th
e 
rig
ht
 th
in
g 
to
 d
o”
(B
us
in
es
s D
ev
el
op
er
, 2
01
3)
.
“Y
ou
 d
on
ʼt
 h
av
e 
to
 p
ut
 it
 w
it
h 
th
e 
bi
g 
bl
oc
k 
le
tte
rs
:ʻ
he
y 
yo
u 
re
ad
 
he
re
 th
is 
is 
re
sp
on
sib
le
 
dr
in
ki
ng
!ʼ
, b
ut
 e
ve
ry
th
in
g 
we
 d
o 
ju
st 
by
 se
lf 
co
m
m
un
ic
at
e 
th
at
 th
is 
is 
th
e 
Si
ne
br
yc
ho
ff 
wa
y 
of
 d
oi
ng
”.
(C
om
m
un
ic
at
io
n 
M
an
ag
er
).
“T
he
re
fo
re
,e
ve
ry
bo
dy
 in
 
Si
ne
br
yc
ho
ff 
al
wa
ys
 w
or
k 
on
 th
e 
go
od
 si
de
, o
n 
th
e 
sa
fe
 si
de
. W
e 
wa
nt
 to
 m
ai
nt
ai
n 
th
e 
go
od
 
re
pu
ta
ti
on
 in
 p
la
ce
. ʻ
C
au
se
 th
at
ʼs
 
th
e 
ke
y 
to
 g
ro
w
 v
al
ue
. T
ha
tʼ
s 
th
e 
ke
y”
(C
om
m
er
ci
al
 M
an
ag
er
).
255
Appendix 4 - Co-author statement
Title of paper Strange Brew: Bridging Logics via Institutional Bricolage 
and the Reconstitution of Organizational Identity
Journal Institutional Logics in Action, Part B, Research in the 
Sociology of Organizations, Volume 39B, 509–542, 2013 by 
Emerald Group Publishing Limited
Published July 2013
1. Co-author (PhD 
student)
Lærke Højgaard Christiansen
Contribution (%) 75
2. Co-author Michael Lounsbury 
Contribution (%) 25
1. Co-author (PhD 
student)
Lærke Højgaard Christiansen
I hereby declare that the above 
information is correct
Yes x No
                                                                                                                     
Date:  June 22, 2013
Signature:                                                                            
2. Co-author (PhD 
student)
Michael Lounsbury 
I hereby declare that the above 
information is correct
Yes x No
Date: June 22, 2013                                                                               
                                                               
Signature
TITLER I PH.D.SERIEN:
2004
1. Martin Grieger
 Internet-based Electronic Marketplaces
 and Supply Chain Management
2. Thomas Basbøll
 LIKENESS
 A Philosophical Investigation
3. Morten Knudsen
 Beslutningens vaklen
 En systemteoretisk analyse of mo-
derniseringen af et amtskommunalt 
sundhedsvæsen 1980-2000
4. Lars Bo Jeppesen
 Organizing Consumer Innovation
 A product development strategy that 
is based on online communities and 
allows some ﬁrms to beneﬁt from a 
distributed process of innovation by 
consumers
5. Barbara Dragsted
 SEGMENTATION IN TRANSLATION 
AND TRANSLATION MEMORY 
 SYSTEMS
 An empirical investigation of cognitive
 segmentation and effects of integra-
ting a TM system into the translation 
process
6. Jeanet Hardis
 Sociale partnerskaber
 Et socialkonstruktivistisk casestudie 
 af partnerskabsaktørers virkeligheds-
opfattelse mellem identitet og 
 legitimitet
7. Henriette Hallberg Thygesen
 System Dynamics in Action
8. Carsten Mejer Plath
 Strategisk Økonomistyring
9. Annemette Kjærgaard
 Knowledge Management as Internal 
 Corporate Venturing
 – a Field Study of the Rise and Fall of a
  Bottom-Up Process
10. Knut Arne Hovdal
 De profesjonelle i endring
 Norsk ph.d., ej til salg gennem 
 Samfundslitteratur
11. Søren Jeppesen
 Environmental Practices and Greening 
 Strategies in Small Manufacturing 
 Enterprises in South Africa
 – A Critical Realist Approach
12. Lars Frode Frederiksen
 Industriel forskningsledelse
 – på sporet af mønstre og samarbejde 
i danske forskningsintensive virksom-
heder
13. Martin Jes Iversen
 The Governance of GN Great Nordic
 – in an age of strategic and structural
  transitions 1939-1988
14. Lars Pynt Andersen
 The Rhetorical Strategies of Danish TV 
 Advertising 
 A study of the ﬁrst ﬁfteen years with 
 special emphasis on genre and irony
15. Jakob Rasmussen
 Business Perspectives on E-learning
16. Sof Thrane
 The Social and Economic Dynamics 
 of Networks 
 – a Weberian Analysis of Three 
 Formalised Horizontal Networks
17. Lene Nielsen
 Engaging Personas and Narrative 
 Scenarios – a study on how a user-
 centered approach inﬂuenced the 
 perception of the design process in 
the e-business group at AstraZeneca
18. S.J Valstad
 Organisationsidentitet
 Norsk ph.d., ej til salg gennem 
 Samfundslitteratur
19. Thomas Lyse Hansen
 Six Essays on Pricing and Weather risk 
in Energy Markets
20.  Sabine Madsen
 Emerging Methods – An Interpretive
  Study of ISD Methods in Practice
21. Evis Sinani
 The Impact of Foreign Direct Inve-
stment on Efﬁciency, Productivity 
Growth and Trade: An Empirical Inve-
stigation
22. Bent Meier Sørensen
 Making Events Work Or, 
 How to Multiply Your Crisis
23. Pernille Schnoor
 Brand Ethos
 Om troværdige brand- og 
 virksomhedsidentiteter i et retorisk og 
diskursteoretisk perspektiv 
24. Sidsel Fabech
 Von welchem Österreich ist hier die 
Rede?
 Diskursive forhandlinger og magt-
kampe mellem rivaliserende nationale 
identitetskonstruktioner i østrigske 
pressediskurser 
25. Klavs Odgaard Christensen
 Sprogpolitik og identitetsdannelse i
  ﬂersprogede forbundsstater
 Et komparativt studie af Schweiz og 
 Canada
26. Dana B. Minbaeva
 Human Resource Practices and 
 Knowledge Transfer in Multinational 
 Corporations
27. Holger Højlund
 Markedets politiske fornuft
 Et studie af velfærdens organisering i 
 perioden 1990-2003
28. Christine Mølgaard Frandsen
 A.s erfaring
 Om mellemværendets praktik i en 
transformation af mennesket og 
 subjektiviteten
29. Sine Nørholm Just
 The Constitution of Meaning
 – A Meaningful Constitution? 
 Legitimacy, identity, and public opinion 
in the debate on the future of Europe
2005
1. Claus J. Varnes
 Managing product innovation through 
 rules – The role of formal and structu-
red methods in product development
2. Helle Hedegaard Hein
 Mellem konﬂikt og konsensus
 – Dialogudvikling på hospitalsklinikker
3. Axel Rosenø
 Customer Value Driven Product Inno-
vation – A Study of Market Learning in 
New Product Development
4. Søren Buhl Pedersen
 Making space
 An outline of place branding
5. Camilla Funck Ellehave
 Differences that Matter
 An analysis of practices of gender and 
 organizing in contemporary work-
places
6. Rigmor Madeleine Lond
 Styring af kommunale forvaltninger
7. Mette Aagaard Andreassen
 Supply Chain versus Supply Chain
 Benchmarking as a Means to 
 Managing Supply Chains
8. Caroline Aggestam-Pontoppidan
 From an idea to a standard
 The UN and the global governance of 
 accountants’ competence
9. Norsk ph.d. 
10. Vivienne Heng Ker-ni
 An Experimental Field Study on the 
 Effectiveness of Grocer Media 
 Advertising 
 Measuring Ad Recall and Recognition, 
 Purchase Intentions and Short-Term 
Sales
11. Allan Mortensen
 Essays on the Pricing of Corporate 
Bonds and Credit Derivatives
12. Remo Stefano Chiari
 Figure che fanno conoscere
 Itinerario sull’idea del valore cognitivo 
e espressivo della metafora e di altri 
tropi da Aristotele e da Vico ﬁno al 
cognitivismo contemporaneo
13. Anders McIlquham-Schmidt
 Strategic Planning and Corporate 
 Performance
 An integrative research review and a 
 meta-analysis of the strategic planning 
 and corporate performance literature 
 from 1956 to 2003
14. Jens Geersbro
 The TDF – PMI Case
 Making Sense of the Dynamics of 
 Business Relationships and Networks
15 Mette Andersen
 Corporate Social Responsibility in 
 Global Supply Chains
 Understanding the uniqueness of ﬁrm 
 behaviour
16.  Eva Boxenbaum
 Institutional Genesis: Micro – Dynamic
 Foundations of Institutional Change
17. Peter Lund-Thomsen
 Capacity Development, Environmental 
 Justice NGOs, and Governance: The 
Case of South Africa
18. Signe Jarlov
 Konstruktioner af offentlig ledelse
19. Lars Stæhr Jensen
 Vocabulary Knowledge and Listening 
 Comprehension in English as a Foreign 
 Language
 An empirical study employing data 
 elicited from Danish EFL learners
20. Christian Nielsen
 Essays on Business Reporting
 Production and consumption of  
strategic information in the market for 
information
21. Marianne Thejls Fischer
 Egos and Ethics of Management 
 Consultants
22. Annie Bekke Kjær
 Performance management i Proces-
 innovation 
 – belyst i et social-konstruktivistisk
 perspektiv
23. Suzanne Dee Pedersen
 GENTAGELSENS METAMORFOSE
 Om organisering af den kreative gøren 
i den kunstneriske arbejdspraksis
24. Benedikte Dorte Rosenbrink
 Revenue Management
 Økonomiske, konkurrencemæssige & 
 organisatoriske konsekvenser
25. Thomas Riise Johansen
 Written Accounts and Verbal Accounts
 The Danish Case of Accounting and 
 Accountability to Employees
26. Ann Fogelgren-Pedersen
 The Mobile Internet: Pioneering Users’ 
 Adoption Decisions
27. Birgitte Rasmussen
 Ledelse i fællesskab – de tillidsvalgtes 
 fornyende rolle
28. Gitte Thit Nielsen
 Remerger
 – skabende ledelseskræfter i fusion og 
 opkøb
29. Carmine Gioia
 A MICROECONOMETRIC ANALYSIS OF 
 MERGERS AND ACQUISITIONS
30. Ole Hinz
 Den effektive forandringsleder: pilot, 
 pædagog eller politiker?
 Et studie i arbejdslederes meningstil-
skrivninger i forbindelse med vellykket 
gennemførelse af ledelsesinitierede 
forandringsprojekter
31. Kjell-Åge Gotvassli
 Et praksisbasert perspektiv på dynami-
ske 
 læringsnettverk i toppidretten
 Norsk ph.d., ej til salg gennem 
 Samfundslitteratur
32. Henriette Langstrup Nielsen
 Linking Healthcare
 An inquiry into the changing perfor-
 mances of web-based technology for 
 asthma monitoring
33. Karin Tweddell Levinsen
 Virtuel Uddannelsespraksis
 Master i IKT og Læring – et casestudie 
i hvordan proaktiv proceshåndtering 
kan forbedre praksis i virtuelle lærings-
miljøer
34. Anika Liversage
 Finding a Path
 Labour Market Life Stories of 
 Immigrant Professionals
35. Kasper Elmquist Jørgensen
 Studier i samspillet mellem stat og   
 erhvervsliv i Danmark under 
 1. verdenskrig
36. Finn Janning
 A DIFFERENT STORY
 Seduction, Conquest and Discovery
37. Patricia Ann Plackett
 Strategic Management of the Radical 
 Innovation Process
 Leveraging Social Capital for Market 
 Uncertainty Management
2006
1. Christian Vintergaard
 Early Phases of Corporate Venturing
2. Niels Rom-Poulsen
 Essays in Computational Finance
3. Tina Brandt Husman
 Organisational Capabilities, 
 Competitive Advantage & Project-
Based Organisations
 The Case of Advertising and Creative 
 Good Production
4. Mette Rosenkrands Johansen
 Practice at the top
 – how top managers mobilise and use
 non-ﬁnancial performance measures
5. Eva Parum
 Corporate governance som strategisk
 kommunikations- og ledelsesværktøj
6. Susan Aagaard Petersen
 Culture’s Inﬂuence on Performance 
 Management: The Case of a Danish 
 Company in China
7. Thomas Nicolai Pedersen
 The Discursive Constitution of Organi-
zational Governance – Between unity 
and differentiation
 The Case of the governance of 
 environmental risks by World Bank 
environmental staff
8. Cynthia Selin
 Volatile Visions: Transactons in 
 Anticipatory Knowledge
9. Jesper Banghøj
 Financial Accounting Information and  
 Compensation in Danish Companies
10. Mikkel Lucas Overby
 Strategic Alliances in Emerging High-
Tech Markets: What’s the Difference 
and does it Matter?
11. Tine Aage
 External Information Acquisition of 
 Industrial Districts and the Impact of 
 Different Knowledge Creation Dimen-
sions
 
 A case study of the Fashion and  
Design Branch of the Industrial District 
of Montebelluna, NE Italy
12. Mikkel Flyverbom
 Making the Global Information Society 
 Governable
 On the Governmentality of Multi- 
Stakeholder Networks
13. Anette Grønning
 Personen bag
 Tilstedevær i e-mail som inter-
aktionsform mellem kunde og med-
arbejder i dansk forsikringskontekst
14. Jørn Helder
 One Company – One Language?
 The NN-case
15. Lars Bjerregaard Mikkelsen
 Differing perceptions of customer 
value
 Development and application of a tool 
for mapping perceptions of customer 
value at both ends of customer-suppli-
er dyads in industrial markets
16. Lise Granerud
 Exploring Learning
 Technological learning within small 
 manufacturers in South Africa
17. Esben Rahbek Pedersen
 Between Hopes and Realities: 
 Reﬂections on the Promises and 
 Practices of Corporate Social 
 Responsibility (CSR)
18. Ramona Samson
 The Cultural Integration Model and 
 European Transformation.
 The Case of Romania
2007
1. Jakob Vestergaard
 Discipline in The Global Economy
 Panopticism and the Post-Washington 
 Consensus
2. Heidi Lund Hansen
 Spaces for learning and working
 A qualitative study of change of work, 
 management, vehicles of power and 
 social practices in open ofﬁces
3. Sudhanshu Rai
 Exploring the internal dynamics of 
software development teams during 
user analysis
 A tension enabled Institutionalization 
 Model; ”Where process becomes the 
 objective”
4. Norsk ph.d. 
 Ej til salg gennem Samfundslitteratur
5. Serden Ozcan
 EXPLORING HETEROGENEITY IN 
 ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIONS AND 
 OUTCOMES
 A Behavioural Perspective
6. Kim Sundtoft Hald
 Inter-organizational Performance 
 Measurement and Management in 
Action
 – An Ethnography on the Construction 
of Management, Identity and 
 Relationships
7. Tobias Lindeberg
 Evaluative Technologies
 Quality and the Multiplicity of 
 Performance
8. Merete Wedell-Wedellsborg
 Den globale soldat
 Identitetsdannelse og identitetsledelse 
i multinationale militære organisatio-
ner
9. Lars Frederiksen
 Open Innovation Business Models
 Innovation in ﬁrm-hosted online user 
 communities and inter-ﬁrm project 
 ventures in the music industry 
 – A collection of essays
10. Jonas Gabrielsen
 Retorisk toposlære – fra statisk ’sted’ 
til persuasiv aktivitet
11. Christian Moldt-Jørgensen
 Fra meningsløs til meningsfuld  
evaluering.
 Anvendelsen af studentertilfredsheds-
 målinger på de korte og mellemlange  
 videregående uddannelser set fra et 
 psykodynamisk systemperspektiv
12. Ping Gao
 Extending the application of 
 actor-network theory
 Cases of innovation in the tele-
 communications industry
13. Peter Mejlby
 Frihed og fængsel, en del af den 
samme drøm? 
 Et phronetisk baseret casestudie af 
 frigørelsens og kontrollens sam-
eksistens i værdibaseret ledelse! 
 
14. Kristina Birch
 Statistical Modelling in Marketing
15. Signe Poulsen
 Sense and sensibility: 
 The language of emotional appeals in 
insurance marketing
16. Anders Bjerre Trolle
 Essays on derivatives pricing and dyna-
mic asset allocation
17. Peter Feldhütter
 Empirical Studies of Bond and Credit 
Markets
18. Jens Henrik Eggert Christensen
 Default and Recovery Risk Modeling 
and Estimation
19. Maria Theresa Larsen
 Academic Enterprise: A New Mission 
for Universities or a Contradiction in 
Terms?
 Four papers on the long-term impli-
cations of increasing industry involve-
ment and commercialization in acade-
mia
20.  Morten Wellendorf
 Postimplementering af teknologi i den  
 offentlige forvaltning
 Analyser af en organisations konti-
nuerlige arbejde med informations-
teknologi
21.  Ekaterina Mhaanna
 Concept Relations for Terminological 
Process Analysis
22.  Stefan Ring Thorbjørnsen
 Forsvaret i forandring
 Et studie i ofﬁcerers kapabiliteter un-
der påvirkning af omverdenens foran-
dringspres mod øget styring og læring
23.  Christa Breum Amhøj
 Det selvskabte medlemskab om ma-
nagementstaten, dens styringstekno-
logier og indbyggere
24.  Karoline Bromose
 Between Technological Turbulence and 
Operational Stability
 – An empirical case study of corporate 
venturing in TDC
25.  Susanne Justesen
 Navigating the Paradoxes of Diversity 
in Innovation Practice
 – A Longitudinal study of six very 
 different innovation processes – in 
practice
26.  Luise Noring Henler
 Conceptualising successful supply 
chain partnerships
 – Viewing supply chain partnerships 
from an organisational culture per-
spective
27.  Mark Mau
 Kampen om telefonen
 Det danske telefonvæsen under den 
tyske besættelse 1940-45
28.  Jakob Halskov
 The semiautomatic expansion of 
existing terminological ontologies 
using knowledge patterns discovered 
on the WWW – an implementation 
and evaluation
29.  Gergana Koleva
 European Policy Instruments Beyond 
Networks and Structure: The Innova-
tive Medicines Initiative
30.  Christian Geisler Asmussen
 Global Strategy and International 
 Diversity: A Double-Edged Sword?
31.  Christina Holm-Petersen
 Stolthed og fordom
 Kultur- og identitetsarbejde ved ska-
belsen af en ny sengeafdeling gennem 
fusion
32.  Hans Peter Olsen
 Hybrid Governance of Standardized 
States
 Causes and Contours of the Global 
Regulation of Government Auditing
33.  Lars Bøge Sørensen
 Risk Management in the Supply Chain
34.  Peter Aagaard
 Det unikkes dynamikker
 De institutionelle mulighedsbetingel-
ser bag den individuelle udforskning i 
professionelt og frivilligt arbejde
35.  Yun Mi Antorini
 Brand Community Innovation
 An Intrinsic Case Study of the Adult 
Fans of LEGO Community
36.  Joachim Lynggaard Boll
 Labor Related Corporate Social Perfor-
mance in Denmark
 Organizational and Institutional Per-
spectives
2008
1. Frederik Christian Vinten
 Essays on Private Equity
2.  Jesper Clement
 Visual Inﬂuence of Packaging Design 
on In-Store Buying Decisions
3.  Marius Brostrøm Kousgaard
 Tid til kvalitetsmåling?
 – Studier af indrulleringsprocesser i 
forbindelse med introduktionen af 
kliniske kvalitetsdatabaser i speciallæ-
gepraksissektoren
4. Irene Skovgaard Smith
 Management Consulting in Action
 Value creation and ambiguity in 
 client-consultant relations
5.  Anders Rom
 Management accounting and inte-
grated information systems
 How to exploit the potential for ma-
nagement accounting of information 
technology
6.  Marina Candi
 Aesthetic Design as an Element of 
 Service Innovation in New Technology-
based Firms
7.  Morten Schnack
 Teknologi og tværfaglighed
 – en analyse af diskussionen omkring 
 indførelse af EPJ på en hospitalsafde-
ling
8. Helene Balslev Clausen
 Juntos pero no revueltos – un estudio 
sobre emigrantes norteamericanos en 
un pueblo mexicano
9. Lise Justesen
 Kunsten at skrive revisionsrapporter.
 En beretning om forvaltningsrevisio-
nens beretninger
10. Michael E. Hansen
 The politics of corporate responsibility:
 CSR and the governance of child labor 
and core labor rights in the 1990s
11. Anne Roepstorff
 Holdning for handling – en etnologisk 
undersøgelse af Virksomheders Sociale 
Ansvar/CSR
12. Claus Bajlum
 Essays on Credit Risk and 
 Credit Derivatives
13. Anders Bojesen
 The Performative Power of Competen-
ce  – an Inquiry into Subjectivity and 
Social Technologies at Work
14. Satu Reijonen
 Green and Fragile
 A Study on Markets and the Natural  
Environment
15. Ilduara Busta
 Corporate Governance in Banking
 A European Study
16. Kristian Anders Hvass
 A Boolean Analysis Predicting Industry 
Change: Innovation, Imitation & Busi-
ness Models
 The Winning Hybrid: A case study of 
isomorphism in the airline industry
17. Trine Paludan
 De uvidende og de udviklingsparate
 Identitet som mulighed og restriktion 
blandt fabriksarbejdere på det aftaylo-
riserede fabriksgulv
18. Kristian Jakobsen
 Foreign market entry in transition eco-
nomies: Entry timing and mode choice
19. Jakob Elming
 Syntactic reordering in statistical ma-
chine translation
20. Lars Brømsøe Termansen
 Regional Computable General Equili-
brium Models for Denmark
 Three papers laying the foundation for 
regional CGE models with agglomera-
tion characteristics
 
21. Mia Reinholt
 The Motivational Foundations of 
Knowledge Sharing
22.  Frederikke Krogh-Meibom
 The Co-Evolution of Institutions and 
Technology
 – A Neo-Institutional Understanding of 
Change Processes within the Business 
Press – the Case Study of Financial 
Times
23. Peter D. Ørberg Jensen
 OFFSHORING OF ADVANCED AND 
HIGH-VALUE TECHNICAL SERVICES: 
ANTECEDENTS, PROCESS DYNAMICS 
AND FIRMLEVEL IMPACTS
24. Pham Thi Song Hanh
 Functional Upgrading, Relational 
 Capability and Export Performance of 
Vietnamese Wood Furniture Producers
25. Mads Vangkilde
 Why wait?
 An Exploration of ﬁrst-mover advanta-
ges among Danish e-grocers through a 
resource perspective
26.  Hubert Buch-Hansen
 Rethinking the History of European 
Level Merger Control
 A Critical Political Economy Perspective
2009
1. Vivian Lindhardsen
 From Independent Ratings to Commu-
nal Ratings: A Study of CWA Raters’ 
Decision-Making Behaviours
2. Guðrið Weihe
 Public-Private Partnerships: Meaning 
and Practice
3. Chris Nøkkentved
 Enabling Supply Networks with Colla-
borative Information Infrastructures
 An Empirical Investigation of Business 
Model Innovation in Supplier Relation-
ship Management
4.  Sara Louise Muhr
 Wound, Interrupted – On the Vulner-
ability of Diversity Management
5. Christine Sestoft
 Forbrugeradfærd i et Stats- og Livs-
formsteoretisk perspektiv
6. Michael Pedersen
 Tune in, Breakdown, and Reboot: On 
the production of the stress-ﬁt self-
managing employee
7.  Salla Lutz
 Position and Reposition in Networks 
 – Exempliﬁed by the Transformation of 
the Danish Pine Furniture Manu-
 facturers
8. Jens Forssbæck
 Essays on market discipline in 
 commercial and central banking
9. Tine Murphy
 Sense from Silence – A Basis for Orga-
nised Action 
 How do Sensemaking Processes with 
Minimal Sharing Relate to the Repro-
duction of Organised Action?
10. Sara Malou Strandvad
 Inspirations for a new sociology of art: 
A sociomaterial study of development 
processes in the Danish ﬁlm industry
11. Nicolaas Mouton
 On the evolution of social scientiﬁc 
metaphors: 
 A cognitive-historical enquiry into the 
divergent trajectories of the idea that 
collective entities – states and societies, 
cities and corporations – are biological 
organisms.
12. Lars Andreas Knutsen
 Mobile Data Services:
 Shaping of user engagements
13. Nikolaos Theodoros Korﬁatis
 Information Exchange and Behavior
 A Multi-method Inquiry on Online 
Communities
14.  Jens Albæk
 Forestillinger om kvalitet og tværfaglig-
hed på sygehuse
 – skabelse af forestillinger i læge- og 
plejegrupperne angående relevans af 
nye idéer om kvalitetsudvikling gen-
nem tolkningsprocesser
15.  Maja Lotz
 The Business of Co-Creation – and the 
Co-Creation of Business
16. Gitte P. Jakobsen
 Narrative Construction of Leader Iden-
tity in a Leader Development Program 
Context
17. Dorte Hermansen
 ”Living the brand” som en brandorien-
teret dialogisk praxis:
 Om udvikling af medarbejdernes 
brandorienterede dømmekraft
18. Aseem Kinra
 Supply Chain (logistics) Environmental 
Complexity
19. Michael Nørager
 How to manage SMEs through the 
transformation from non innovative to 
innovative? 
20.  Kristin Wallevik
 Corporate Governance in Family Firms
 The Norwegian Maritime Sector
21. Bo Hansen Hansen
 Beyond the Process
 Enriching Software Process Improve-
ment with Knowledge Management
22. Annemette Skot-Hansen
 Franske adjektivisk aﬂedte adverbier, 
der tager præpositionssyntagmer ind-
ledt med præpositionen à som argu-
menter
 En valensgrammatisk undersøgelse
23. Line Gry Knudsen
 Collaborative R&D Capabilities
 In Search of Micro-Foundations
24. Christian Scheuer
 Employers meet employees
 Essays on sorting and globalization
25. Rasmus Johnsen
 The Great Health of Melancholy
 A Study of the Pathologies of Perfor-
mativity
26. Ha Thi Van Pham
 Internationalization, Competitiveness 
Enhancement and Export Performance 
of Emerging Market Firms: 
 Evidence from Vietnam
27. Henriette Balieu
 Kontrolbegrebets betydning for kausa-
tivalternationen i spansk
 En kognitiv-typologisk analyse
2010
1.  Yen Tran
 Organizing Innovationin Turbulent 
Fashion Market
 Four papers on how fashion ﬁrms crea-
te and appropriate innovation value
2. Anders Raastrup Kristensen
 Metaphysical Labour
 Flexibility, Performance and Commit-
ment in Work-Life Management
3. Margrét Sigrún Sigurdardottir
 Dependently independent
 Co-existence of institutional logics in 
the recorded music industry
4.  Ásta Dis Óladóttir
 Internationalization from a small do-
mestic base:
 An empirical analysis of Economics and 
Management
5.  Christine Secher
 E-deltagelse i praksis – politikernes og 
forvaltningens medkonstruktion og 
konsekvenserne heraf
6. Marianne Stang Våland
 What we talk about when we talk 
about space:
 
 End User Participation between Proces-
ses of Organizational and Architectural 
Design
7.  Rex Degnegaard
 Strategic Change Management
 Change Management Challenges in 
the Danish Police Reform
8. Ulrik Schultz Brix
 Værdi i rekruttering – den sikre beslut-
ning
 En pragmatisk analyse af perception 
og synliggørelse af værdi i rekrutte-
rings- og udvælgelsesarbejdet
9. Jan Ole Similä
 Kontraktsledelse
 Relasjonen mellom virksomhetsledelse 
og kontraktshåndtering, belyst via ﬁre 
norske virksomheter
10. Susanne Boch Waldorff
 Emerging Organizations: In between 
local translation, institutional logics 
and discourse
11. Brian Kane
 Performance Talk
 Next Generation Management of  
Organizational Performance
12. Lars Ohnemus
 Brand Thrust: Strategic Branding and 
Shareholder Value
 An Empirical Reconciliation of two 
Critical Concepts
13.  Jesper Schlamovitz
 Håndtering af usikkerhed i ﬁlm- og 
byggeprojekter
14.  Tommy Moesby-Jensen
 Det faktiske livs forbindtlighed
 Førsokratisk informeret, ny-aristotelisk 
τηθος-tænkning hos Martin Heidegger
15. Christian Fich
 Two Nations Divided by Common 
 Values
 French National Habitus and the 
 Rejection of American Power
16. Peter Beyer
 Processer, sammenhængskraft  
og ﬂeksibilitet
 Et empirisk casestudie af omstillings-
forløb i ﬁre virksomheder
17. Adam Buchhorn
 Markets of Good Intentions
 Constructing and Organizing 
 Biogas Markets Amid Fragility  
and Controversy
18. Cecilie K. Moesby-Jensen
 Social læring og fælles praksis
 Et mixed method studie, der belyser 
læringskonsekvenser af et lederkursus 
for et praksisfællesskab af offentlige 
mellemledere
19. Heidi Boye
 Fødevarer og sundhed i sen- 
modernismen
 – En indsigt i hyggefænomenet og  
de relaterede fødevarepraksisser
20. Kristine Munkgård Pedersen
 Flygtige forbindelser og midlertidige 
mobiliseringer
 Om kulturel produktion på Roskilde 
Festival
21. Oliver Jacob Weber
 Causes of Intercompany Harmony in 
Business Markets – An Empirical Inve-
stigation from a Dyad Perspective
22. Susanne Ekman
 Authority and Autonomy
 Paradoxes of Modern Knowledge 
Work
23. Anette Frey Larsen
 Kvalitetsledelse på danske hospitaler
 – Ledelsernes indﬂydelse på introduk-
tion og vedligeholdelse af kvalitetsstra-
tegier i det danske sundhedsvæsen
24.  Toyoko Sato
 Performativity and Discourse: Japanese 
Advertisements on the Aesthetic Edu-
cation of Desire
25. Kenneth Brinch Jensen
 Identifying the Last Planner System 
 Lean management in the construction 
industry
26.  Javier Busquets
 Orchestrating Network Behavior  
for Innovation
27. Luke Patey
 The Power of Resistance: India’s Na-
tional Oil Company and International 
Activism in Sudan
28. Mette Vedel
 Value Creation in Triadic Business Rela-
tionships. Interaction, Interconnection 
and Position
29.  Kristian Tørning
 Knowledge Management Systems in 
Practice – A Work Place Study
30. Qingxin Shi
 An Empirical Study of Thinking Aloud 
Usability Testing from a Cultural 
Perspective
31.  Tanja Juul Christiansen
 Corporate blogging: Medarbejderes 
kommunikative handlekraft
32.  Malgorzata Ciesielska
 Hybrid Organisations.
 A study of the Open Source – business 
setting
33. Jens Dick-Nielsen
 Three Essays on Corporate Bond  
Market Liquidity
34. Sabrina Speiermann
 Modstandens Politik
 Kampagnestyring i Velfærdsstaten. 
 En diskussion af traﬁkkampagners sty-
ringspotentiale
35. Julie Uldam
 Fickle Commitment. Fostering political 
engagement in 'the ﬂighty world of 
online activism’
36. Annegrete Juul Nielsen
 Traveling technologies and 
transformations in health care
37. Athur Mühlen-Schulte
 Organising Development
 Power and Organisational Reform in 
the United Nations Development 
 Programme
38. Louise Rygaard Jonas
 Branding på butiksgulvet
 Et case-studie af kultur- og identitets-
arbejdet i Kvickly
2011
1. Stefan Fraenkel
 Key Success Factors for Sales Force 
Readiness during New Product Launch
 A Study of Product Launches in the 
Swedish Pharmaceutical Industry
2. Christian Plesner Rossing
 International Transfer Pricing in Theory 
and Practice
3.  Tobias Dam Hede
 Samtalekunst og ledelsesdisciplin
 – en analyse af coachingsdiskursens 
genealogi og governmentality
4. Kim Pettersson
 Essays on Audit Quality, Auditor Choi-
ce, and Equity Valuation
5. Henrik Merkelsen
 The expert-lay controversy in risk 
research and management. Effects of 
institutional distances. Studies of risk 
deﬁnitions, perceptions, management 
and communication
6. Simon S. Torp
 Employee Stock Ownership: 
 Effect on Strategic Management and 
Performance
7. Mie Harder
 Internal Antecedents of Management 
Innovation
8. Ole Helby Petersen
 Public-Private Partnerships: Policy and 
Regulation – With Comparative and 
Multi-level Case Studies from Denmark 
and Ireland
9. Morten Krogh Petersen
 ’Good’ Outcomes. Handling Multipli-
city in Government Communication
10. Kristian Tangsgaard Hvelplund
 Allocation of cognitive resources in 
translation - an eye-tracking and key-
logging study
11. Moshe Yonatany
 The Internationalization Process of 
Digital Service Providers
12. Anne Vestergaard
 Distance and Suffering
 Humanitarian Discourse in the age of 
Mediatization
13. Thorsten Mikkelsen
 Personligsheds indﬂydelse på forret-
ningsrelationer
14. Jane Thostrup Jagd
 Hvorfor fortsætter fusionsbølgen ud-
over ”the tipping point”?
 – en empirisk analyse af information 
og kognitioner om fusioner
15. Gregory Gimpel
 Value-driven Adoption and Consump-
tion of Technology: Understanding 
Technology Decision Making
16. Thomas Stengade Sønderskov
 Den nye mulighed
 Social innovation i en forretningsmæs-
sig kontekst
17.  Jeppe Christoffersen
 Donor supported strategic alliances in 
developing countries
18. Vibeke Vad Baunsgaard
 Dominant Ideological Modes of  
Rationality: Cross functional 
 integration in the process of product
 innovation
19.  Throstur Olaf Sigurjonsson
 Governance Failure and Icelands’s
 Financial Collapse
20.  Allan Sall Tang Andersen
 Essays on the modeling of risks in
 interest-rate and inflation markets
21.  Heidi Tscherning
 Mobile Devices in Social Contexts
22.  Birgitte Gorm Hansen
 Adapting in the Knowledge Economy
  Lateral Strategies for Scientists and 
Those Who Study Them
23.  Kristina Vaarst Andersen
 Optimal Levels of Embeddedness
  The Contingent Value of Networked 
Collaboration
24.  Justine Grønbæk Pors
 Noisy Management
  A History of Danish School Governing 
from 1970-2010
25.  Stefan Linder
  Micro-foundations of Strategic  
Entrepreneurship
  Essays on Autonomous Strategic Action
26.  Xin Li
  Toward an Integrative Framework of 
National Competitiveness
 An application to China
27.  Rune Thorbjørn Clausen
 Værdifuld arkitektur 
  Et eksplorativt studie af bygningers 
rolle i virksomheders værdiskabelse
28.  Monica Viken
  Markedsundersøkelser som bevis i 
varemerke- og markedsføringsrett
29.  Christian Wymann
  Tattooing 
  The Economic and Artistic Constitution 
of a Social Phenomenon
30.  Sanne Frandsen
 Productive Incoherence 
  A Case Study of Branding and  
Identity Struggles in a Low-Prestige 
Organization
31.  Mads Stenbo Nielsen
 Essays on Correlation Modelling
32.  Ivan Häuser
 Følelse og sprog
  Etablering af en ekspressiv kategori, 
eksemplificeret på russisk
33.  Sebastian Schwenen
 Security of Supply in Electricity Markets
2012
1.  Peter Holm Andreasen
  The Dynamics of Procurement  
Management
 - A Complexity Approach
2.  Martin Haulrich
  Data-Driven Bitext Dependency 
 Parsing and Alignment
3.  Line Kirkegaard
  Konsulenten i den anden nat 
  En undersøgelse af det intense  
arbejdsliv
4.  Tonny Stenheim
  Decision usefulness of goodwill  
under IFRS
5.  Morten Lind Larsen
  Produktivitet, vækst og velfærd
  Industrirådet og efterkrigstidens  
Danmark 1945 - 1958
6.  Petter Berg
  Cartel Damages and Cost Asymmetries 
7.  Lynn Kahle
 Experiential Discourse in Marketing 
  A methodical inquiry into practice  
and theory
8.  Anne Roelsgaard Obling
  Management of Emotions  
in Accelerated Medical Relationships
9.  Thomas Frandsen
  Managing Modularity of  
Service Processes Architecture
10.  Carina Christine Skovmøller
  CSR som noget særligt
  Et casestudie om styring og menings-
skabelse i relation til CSR ud fra en 
intern optik
11.  Michael Tell
  Fradragsbeskæring af selskabers  
finansieringsudgifter
  En skatteretlig analyse af SEL §§ 11, 
11B og 11C
12.  Morten Holm
  Customer Profitability Measurement 
Models
  Their Merits and Sophistication  
across Contexts
13.  Katja Joo Dyppel
  Beskatning af derivater 
 En analyse af dansk skatteret
14.  Esben Anton Schultz
  Essays in Labor Economics 
 Evidence from Danish Micro Data
15.  Carina Risvig Hansen
  ”Contracts not covered, or not fully 
covered, by the Public Sector Directive”
16.  Anja Svejgaard Pors
 Iværksættelse af kommunikation
  - patientfigurer i hospitalets strategiske 
kommunikation
17.  Frans Bévort
  Making sense of management with 
logics
  An ethnographic study of accountants 
who become managers
18.  René Kallestrup
  The Dynamics of Bank and Sovereign 
Credit Risk
19.  Brett Crawford
  Revisiting the Phenomenon of Interests 
in Organizational Institutionalism
  The Case of U.S. Chambers of  
Commerce
20.  Mario Daniele Amore
  Essays on Empirical Corporate Finance
21.  Arne Stjernholm Madsen
  The evolution of innovation strategy 
  Studied in the context of medical 
device activities at the pharmaceutical 
company Novo Nordisk A/S in the 
period 1980-2008
22.  Jacob Holm Hansen
  Is Social Integration Necessary for  
Corporate Branding?
  A study of corporate branding  
strategies at Novo Nordisk
23.  Stuart Webber
  Corporate Profit Shifting and the  
Multinational Enterprise
24.  Helene Ratner
  Promises of Reflexivity
  Managing and Researching  
Inclusive Schools
25.  Therese Strand
  The Owners and the Power: Insights 
from Annual General Meetings
26.  Robert Gavin Strand
  In Praise of Corporate Social  
Responsibility Bureaucracy
27.  Nina Sormunen
 Auditor’s going-concern reporting
  Reporting decision and content of the 
report
28.  John Bang Mathiasen
  Learning within a product development 
working practice:
  - an understanding anchored  
in pragmatism
29.  Philip Holst Riis
  Understanding Role-Oriented Enterprise 
Systems: From Vendors to Customers
30.  Marie Lisa Dacanay
 Social Enterprises and the Poor 
  Enhancing Social Entrepreneurship and 
Stakeholder Theory
31.  Fumiko Kano Glückstad
  Bridging Remote Cultures: Cross-lingual 
concept mapping based on the  
information receiver’s prior-knowledge
32.  Henrik Barslund Fosse
  Empirical Essays in International Trade
33.  Peter Alexander Albrecht
  Foundational hybridity and its  
reproduction 
 Security sector reform in Sierra Leone
34.  Maja Rosenstock
 CSR  - hvor svært kan det være? 
  Kulturanalytisk casestudie om  
udfordringer og dilemmaer med at 
forankre Coops CSR-strategi
35.  Jeanette Rasmussen
 Tweens, medier og forbrug
  Et studie af 10-12 årige danske børns 
brug af internettet, opfattelse og for-
ståelse af markedsføring og forbrug
36.  Ib Tunby Gulbrandsen
  ‘This page is not intended for a  
US Audience’
  A five-act spectacle on online  
communication, collaboration  
& organization.
37.  Kasper Aalling Teilmann
  Interactive Approaches to  
Rural Development
38.  Mette Mogensen
  The Organization(s) of Well-being  
and Productivity
  (Re)assembling work in the Danish Post
39.  Søren Friis Møller
  From Disinterestedness to Engagement 
  Towards Relational Leadership In the 
Cultural Sector
40.  Nico Peter Berhausen
  Management Control, Innovation and 
Strategic Objectives – Interactions and 
Convergence in Product Development 
Networks
41.  Balder Onarheim
 Creativity under Constraints
  Creativity as Balancing  
‘Constrainedness’
42.  Haoyong Zhou
 Essays on Family Firms
43.  Elisabeth Naima Mikkelsen
 Making sense of organisational conflict
  An empirical study of enacted sense-
making in everyday conflict at work
2013
1.  Jacob Lyngsie
  Entrepreneurship in an Organizational 
Context
2.  Signe Groth-Brodersen
 Fra ledelse til selvet
  En socialpsykologisk analyse af  
forholdet imellem selvledelse, ledelse 
og stress i det moderne arbejdsliv
3.  Nis Høyrup Christensen
  Shaping Markets: A Neoinstitutional 
Analysis of the Emerging  
Organizational Field of Renewable 
Energy in China
4.  Christian Edelvold Berg
 As a matter of size 
  THE IMPORTANCE OF CRITICAL  
MASS AND THE CONSEQUENCES OF 
SCARCITY FOR TELEVISION MARKETS 
5.  Christine D. Isakson
  Coworker Influence and Labor Mobility  
Essays on Turnover, Entrepreneurship 
and Location Choice in the Danish 
Maritime Industry
6.  Niels Joseph Jerne Lennon
  Accounting Qualities in Practice  
Rhizomatic stories of representational 
faithfulness, decision making and  
control
7.  Shannon O’Donnell
 Making Ensemble Possible
  How special groups organize for  
collaborative creativity in conditions  
of spatial variability and distance
8.  Robert W. D. Veitch
  Access Decisions in a  
Partly-Digital World 
Comparing Digital Piracy and Legal 
Modes for Film and Music
9.  Marie Mathiesen
 Making Strategy Work 
 An Organizational Ethnography
10.  Arisa Shollo
 The role of business intelligence in   
 organizational decision-making 
11.  Mia Kaspersen
  The construction of social and  
environmental reporting
12. Marcus Møller Larsen
 The organizational design of offshoring
13. Mette Ohm Rørdam
 EU Law on Food Naming
 The prohibition against misleading   
 names in an internal market context
14. Hans Peter Rasmussen 
 GIV EN GED!
 Kan giver-idealtyper forklare støtte 
 til velgørenhed og understøtte 
 relationsopbygning?
15. Ruben Schachtenhaufen 
 Fonetisk reduktion i dansk
16. Peter Koerver Schmidt
 Dansk CFC-beskatning
  I et internationalt og komparativt  
perspektiv
17. Morten Froholdt
 Strategi i den offentlige sektor 
 En kortlægning af styringsmæssig   
 kontekst, strategisk tilgang, samt 
 anvendte redskaber og teknologier for  
 udvalgte danske statslige styrelser
18. Annette Camilla Sjørup
 Cognitive effort in metaphor translation
 An eye-tracking and key-logging study
19. Tamara Stucchi
  The Internationalization  
of Emerging Market Firms: 
 A Context-Specific Study
20. Thomas Lopdrup-Hjorth
 “Let’s Go Outside”:
 The Value of Co-Creation
21. Ana Alačovska
 Genre and Autonomy in Cultural 
 Production
 The case of travel guidebook 
 production
22. Marius Gudmand-Høyer
  Stemningssindssygdommenes historie  
i det 19. århundrede
  Omtydningen af melankolien og 
manien som bipolære stemningslidelser 
i dansk sammenhæng under hensyn til 
dannelsen af det moderne følelseslivs 
relative autonomi. 
  En problematiserings- og erfarings-
analytisk undersøgelse
23. Lichen Alex Yu
 Fabricating an S&OP Process
  Circulating References and Matters  
of Concern
24. Esben Alfort
 The Expression of a Need
 Understanding search
25. Trine Pallesen
 Assembling Markets for Wind Power  
 An Inquiry into the Making of 
 Market Devices
26. Anders Koed Madsen
 Web-Visions
 Repurposing digital traces to organize  
 social attention
27. Lærke Højgaard Christiansen
 BREWING ORGANIzATIONAL 
 RESPONSES TO INSTITUTIONAL LOGICS
TITLER I ATV PH.D.-SERIEN
1992
1.  Niels Kornum
  Servicesamkørsel – organisation, øko-
nomi og planlægningsmetode
1995
2.  Verner Worm
 Nordiske virksomheder i Kina
 Kulturspecifikke interaktionsrelationer
 ved nordiske virksomhedsetableringer i
 Kina
1999
3.  Mogens Bjerre
 Key Account Management of Complex
 Strategic Relationships
 An Empirical Study of the Fast Moving
 Consumer Goods Industry
2000
4.  Lotte Darsø
 Innovation in the Making
  Interaction Research with heteroge-
neous Groups of Knowledge Workers
 creating new Knowledge and new
 Leads
2001
5.  Peter Hobolt Jensen
 Managing Strategic Design Identities
  The case of the Lego Developer Net-
work
2002
6.  Peter Lohmann
 The Deleuzian Other of Organizational
 Change – Moving Perspectives of the
 Human
7.  Anne Marie Jess Hansen
 To lead from a distance: The dynamic
  interplay between strategy and strate-
gizing – A case study of the strategic
 management process
2003
8.  Lotte Henriksen
 Videndeling
  – om organisatoriske og ledelsesmæs-
sige udfordringer ved videndeling i
 praksis
9.  Niels Christian Nickelsen
  Arrangements of Knowing: Coordi-
nating Procedures Tools and Bodies in
 Industrial Production – a case study of
 the collective making of new products
2005
10.  Carsten Ørts Hansen
  Konstruktion af ledelsesteknologier og
 effektivitet
TITLER I DBA PH.D.-SERIEN
2007
1.  Peter Kastrup-Misir
 Endeavoring to Understand Market
 Orientation – and the concomitant
 co-mutation of the researched, the
 re searcher, the research itself and the
 truth
2009
1.  Torkild Leo Thellefsen
  Fundamental Signs and Significance 
effects
 A Semeiotic outline of Fundamental
 Signs, Significance-effects, Knowledge
 Profiling and their use in Knowledge
 Organization and Branding
2.  Daniel Ronzani
 When Bits Learn to Walk Don’t Make
 Them Trip. Technological Innovation
 and the Role of Regulation by Law
 in Information Systems Research: the
 Case of Radio Frequency Identification
 (RFID)
2010
1.  Alexander Carnera
 Magten over livet og livet som magt
 Studier i den biopolitiske ambivalens
